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Author’s Foreword 


Few of us are so dull that we do not cherish at least one idea generally 
scorned. Certainly we are not all crackpots. Rather, in this age of alternatives, 
most of us accept some form of alternative science. 


Call them alternatives. Harsher words have been directed at the flat-earth 
theory, pyramid power, scientific creationism, and the perpetual motion seekers. 
To most scientific minds, these ideas are without merit, and those who support 
them are sometimes dismissed with contempt. 


Alternative science is all around us: astrology, biorhythms, creationism, 
drugless therapies, “Earth mysteries”; with a little effort, one could complete the 
alphabet. From all sides we are offered simple alternatives that fit our 
psychological needs better than the dry and sometimes incomprehensible 
answers offered by orthodox science. Generally these ideas cannot withstand the 
sort of scrutiny routinely applied to more orthodox ideas. Indeed, the scrutiny 
they will receive here is aimed more at their structure than at their worth. 


It is my intention to be open-minded. Alternative scientists, or more 
appropriately pseudoscientists, tend to misunderstand open-mindedness. Given 
two conflicting ideas, many of them believe that one should consider both 
equally probable. Nothing could be farther from the truth. In science, being 
open-minded merely means being willing to evaluate an idea on the basis of the 
evidence, rather than on the basis of preconceived notions. Thus, I claim to be 
open-minded about James Smith’s theory that pi = 3%. I’m not prejudiced 
against it, but I happen to know it’s false. Not only have mathematicians 
calculated a different value (3.14159+), but I have calculated it myself. 


The sad truth is that pseudoscientists are themselves, by any definition, less 
than open-minded. They frequently display a devotion to their ideas, which is 
not remotely scientific. To them, it is inconceivable that they could be wrong. 
When conventional scientists reject their theories, they are convinced that it is 
pure prejudice, or a “guild mentality.” Never do they seriously entertain the idea 
that they could be wrong. 


While orthodox science has had its share of egomaniacs, unorthodox 
science attracts even more. Perhaps this explains why pseudoscientists generally 
have a low opinion of the competence of orthodox scientists and a very high 
opinion of their own competence. If a complex theory sounds like gibberish to 


them, they assume that it is gibberish. Sometimes, in a sort of imitative 
adaptation, they lard their own theories with freshly coined words, which never 
mean anything to anyone else. 


Often, more than words distinguish the writings of pseudoscientists. One is 
likely to find their writings frequently punctuated with italicized passages and 
CAPITALIZED WORDS. Such people frequently correspond in colored pencil, 
a habit more orthodox minds find disturbing. 


Most of us are troubled by self-doubt and acutely aware of our own 
limitations. The world is so complex that it’s difficult to keep up with a single 
field of scientific endeavor. Thus we have to accept a lot of things out of 
confidence in science as an abstraction. I accept DNA (deoxyribonucleic acid) 
consists of huge double-helix-shaped molecules. I’m not able to analyze the x- 
ray diffraction patterns for myself, so I accept the word of those who can. In 
spite of my mathematical background, tensor equations make me tense. But I 
accept that Einstein’s general theory of relativity—or something closely 
resembling it—accurately describes the universe, because people who can 
handle the mind-boggling mathematics report that the theory passes every test 
they can devise for it. 


It’s not my purpose to pass judgment on the inventors or promoters of the 
ideas described in this book. Historically, the great majority of pseudoscientists 
have been deluded rather than dishonest. But to those who mortgage their homes 
to buy a distributorship for a perpetual motion contraption that will never reach 
the market, does it matter whether or not they were actually swindled? Though 
the money be gone, the mortgage lives on. 


It is my purpose to pass judgment on ideas, not people. Every idea 
described in this book is essentially pseudoscience. Readers will probably 
recognize some of them. For every one I describe here, rest assured that there are 
a hundred more. Readers who finish this book ought to be able to spot the others 
for themselves. 


Robert Schadewald 


January 1991 


Introduction 


Bob Schadewald was a rare person indeed. He had the ability to study, 
befriend, and listen to the obscure, often colorful members of little-known fringe 
groups who espouse pseudosciences such as flat-earthism, perpetual motion, and 
creationism. Because of his determined patience and exceptional knowledge of 
science, he has left us this extraordinary view into the worlds of 
pseudoscientists. 


Robert James Schadewald died of cancer on March 12, 2000. He was but 
fifty-seven. For some two decades before that, he was my friend. 


Our friendship began in 1979 because of a humorous, but matter-of-fact, 
article (“Hollow Earth Catalog” by Robert J. Schadewald) published in TWA’s 
Ambassador magazine. A fellow faculty member left the magazine on my desk; it 
was opened to the very page that featured the International Flat Earth Research 
Society (IFERS) right next to the Institute for Creation Research (ICR). 


The ICR, growing in national and even international fame, was sending 
thousands of mailings out every month, each with a cover letter written on their 
official stationery. On this stationery, the ICR proudly listed the names and 
affiliations of every distinguished member of its board of technical advisors. As 
it happened, one of the ICR’s worthy advisors was my very own dean of 
engineering at Iowa State. I knew I had to write a letter to compliment the author 
of “Catalog,” the editors of Ambassador, and, most important of all, I had to convey 
my sympathies to the poor flat-earthers who suffered the cruel indignity of 
appearing on the same page as those creationist cranks of the ICR. 


Though my letter had not mentioned our dean’s affiliation with ICR, Bob 
was quick to pick up on the mischievous expression of sympathy—that was the 
first thing he mentioned in our first phone call. In 1979, Bob had long been 
deeply fascinated with the history of flat-earthers and was nurturing a certain 
fondness for Charles Johnson, the rather testy president of the International Flat 
Earth Research Society. In our first conversation, Bob and I each found a like- 
minded and welcome friend, but I had found much more. Bob possessed a gold 
mine of valuable knowledge; he was an up-and-coming science writer interested 
in combating pseudoscience, and he was more capable than I of communicating 
the often-subtle fallacies of pseudoscience. 


For Bob, I served as another friendly academic he could call with questions 
or concerns to which I could speak with some competence and authority. I found 
out later, of course, that I was certainly not the only one, academic or otherwise, 
to enjoy this kind of mutually beneficial friendship. Included among his other 
recruits over the years were physicists, such as Chuck Long (since deceased), 
Frank Trumpy, and Don Simanek; molecular biologists such as Russ Doolittle; 
anthropologists such as John R. Cole, Laurie Godfrey, and Eugenie Scott; 
paleontologists such as Robert Sloan (close by at the University of Minnesota); 
practicing engineers such as Frank Arduini and Frank Lovell; and astronomer 
Nick Sanduleak (since deceased), to mention a few. 


I’m writing this introduction for many reasons: some personal, some 
professional, and some having to do with broader issues concerning 
antiscientific groups and the roles they can play in society. Bob brought 
entertaining wit and ironic humor to the task of studying and writing about the 
antiscience ranks. Worlds of Their Own would be a rather ponderous read were it not 
for the sense of humor Bob brought to everything he said and did. This book 
embodies only a fragment of what was found in science writer Bob 
Schadewald’s personal library and office files. 


Throughout his career, Bob taught science through counterexample past and 
present. Bob knew how mind-numbing any intellectual landscape can seem 
when presented only as highly refined “textbook truths.” The best understanding 
of science comes to those who can see its modern methods and content against 
its historical backdrop, warts and all, inclusive of the counterfeit aberrations that 
compete for popular support. 


The landscape of the Grand Canyon, for example, is infinitely more 
compelling than the plains of Iowa and Nebraska that one passes through on a 
trip out west. It is not because there is less geology under flat plains, but because 
you can’t fully comprehend it without the perspectives provided by gaping 
valleys, steep gorges, and the various other scars that serve to bring out the truth 
in such stark and bold relief. 


Bob began his work as a freelance science writer sometime in the early 
1970s. Martin Gardner’s classic book Fads and Fallacies in the Name of Science (Dover, 
1957) was the touchstone that sparked his interest in science writing. Bob began 
compiling extensive notes and keeping files on various individuals and groups, 
past and present, who, to use examples from cosmologies only, believed the 
Earth to be flat, or the Earth to be hollow with inhabitants (us) living on the 
inside, or that the Earth is the immovable center of the universe (geocentrists). 


He began collecting rare books, many dating from the nineteenth century, 
supporting these and other fringe beliefs. He also collected contemporary books 
dealing with alternative worldviews, and his library grew to thousands of 
volumes. (I am happy to report that Bob’s wife, Wendy, arranged for much of 
Bob’s_ library—his correspondence and research files and his precious 
collections of rare books, pamphlets, and other materials—to be donated to the 
special collections department of the library at the University of Wisconsin, 
Madison. It is being catalogued and archived under the direction of archivist 
Robin Rider. The Robert Schadewald Collection on PseudoScience consists of 885 rare books 
and pamphlets as well as seventy boxes of research files.) As alternative 
worldviews go, Bob’s most enduring fascination was with the flat-earthers, but 
he knew the detailed histories of others as well, as will be evident to anyone who 
reads this volume. Bob’s historical perspective has served me well as an 
academic. The courses I taught—especially those on classical thermodynamics 
—seemed too formal and abstruse even for my own tastes, so you know what 
my students must have thought. I had wanted to incorporate more historical 
examples and anecdotes, but my background in that regard was fragmentary at 
best, and I was less than willing to devote the amount of time that would be 
necessary to doing the kind of historical research needed to fashion interesting 
yet accurate anecdotes. 


After our first phone call, Bob shared some of his published and ongoing 
investigations on perpetual motion schemes, a topic of crucial importance to the 
foundations of classical thermodynamics. Soon after, Bob’s ongoing work on 
Arnold Burke’s “self-contained hydroelectric power system” (or as Burke later 
named it Jeremiah 33:3) received prominent visibility in MSE’s (Material Science 
Engineering) undergraduate thermodynamics course. It sparked much-needed 
student interest while at the same time lending a modern relevance to laws of 
physics that too often seem antiquated and historically distant. 


Of course Bob also had a host of friendly sources on the “other side of the 
divide,” as it were. Some that come to mind are the California flat-earther 
Charles Johnson (recently deceased); the Cleveland area geocentrists, professors 
Gerardus Bouw and James Hanson; Jerry Clark, then editor of Fate magazine; 
and creationists Paul Nelson, Kurt Wise, and Frank Graham, among others; and 
the many local creationists of the American Scientific Affiliation (ASA), all of 
whom were decidedly antagonistic to the ICR and their young-earth variety of 
scientific creationism. 


Like most science writers, Bob sought to be as accurate and understandable 
as possible. However, Bob’s writing carries its own special stamp—partly from 


his unique idiosyncratic interests (who else would invest the effort he did 
researching flat-earthers and geocentrists, for example?) and partly from the 
uniquely personal, often empathetic, manner in which Bob engaged others. 
Unlike most skeptics, Bob was capable of befriending, without compromising 
honesty, those whose views he himself could not abide. He enjoyed the company 
of cranky eccentrics and the self-deluded, often attributing to “hysterical 
blindness” what others saw as deceit. However, he was much less forgiving to 
those he considered to be duplicitous, disingenuous, or dishonest in any 
deliberate way. 


Once when shopping secondhand bookshops with our spouses, I asked Bob, 
“Of all the resources in your library, which do you find most useful?” Almost 
without pause, he replied, “The 1910-11 edition of the Encyclopedia Britannica, 
which, alas, is now quite rare and rather expensive.” But he continued, “That 
pre-World War I edition featured a stunning array of uncommonly authoritative 
scholars who wrote uncommonly detailed articles on many important subjects, 
vast swaths of which were deleted from subsequent editions. The editors had to 
make room to cover World War I and in later editions World War II.” 


Such a valuable insight, I thought, and Bob had a complete set within arm’s 
reach of the desk in his home office. Incredibly, I spotted another complete set 
gathering dust in an antique shop only hours later! After Bob inspected it, I 
bought it on the spot for something like $30. I could see Bob was reeling from 
the incredible coincidence, but there was more. Unlike Bob’s, this particular set 
featured extremely thin high-strength India paper which meant it would take up 
much less shelf space, which was at a premium in Bob’s office. After the dust 
settled, we agreed to swap sets, whereupon Bob lectured our shopping party on 
more than anyone wanted to know about bookbinding technology past and 
present and the virtues of India paper. 


Our friendship—from which I benefited more than he—flourished from the 
start and lasted until Bob’s untimely death. It is not possible to do justice here to 
the many joint ventures we pursued or to the many ideas we discussed in 
countless conversations and letters over those years. Suffice it to say, those of us 
in academe harbor a certain affinity—nay, fondness—for those rare individuals 
who love scholarly pursuits as intensely as Bob did and whose motivations come 
from within as opposed to being imposed as an assignment. 


Such an individual was Bob Schadewald, whose broad spectrum of 
knowledge was not only encyclopedic, but also largely self-taught. He was 
simply too imaginative and too driven by his own curiosity to conform for very 


long to the kinds of structured curricula required of college undergraduates or 
even the less-structured, research-oriented programs of most graduate schools. 
But acquire it he did—the encyclopedic knowledge, that is—and share it he did 
as well, often with unbridled enthusiasm. (More than once Bob’s wife, Wendy, 
and my wife, Shirley, wondered out loud, “Will those two ever shut up?”) I hope 
this book of samples of Bob’s works and thoughts will find its way into the 
hands of those who have an interest in things philosophical, things scientific, 
things historical, and, yes, things eccentric. Such individuals, especially, will 
learn much of value from the articles assembled on these pages, because Bob 
Schadewald invested years of thought and effort in developing his ideas and 
discovering the most reliable references for like-minded authors. 


John W. Patterson 
Emeritus Professor, Materials Science and Engineering 
Iowa State University 


November 2007 


One Man’s Collision with Science 


Chapter 1 


Velikovsky’s Collision1 


Once upon a time, an Israelite general named Joshua needed more time to 
kill Canaanites at Gibeon. He therefore ordered the sun to stand still. According 
to the Bible, the sun stood still for a day. Joshua was also aided by other helpful 
phenomena enumerated in the Bible and Jewish folklore. Analyzing Joshua’s 
victory, psychoanalyst Immanuel Velikovsky wrote, “A torrent of large stones 
coming from the sky, an earthquake, a whirlwind, a disturbance in the movement 
of the earth—these four phenomena belong together. It appears that a large 
comet must have passed very near our planet and disrupted its movement; a part 
of the stones dispersed in the neck and tail of the comet smote the surface of the 
earth a shattering blow.” 


Such is the reasoning that permeates Worlds in Collision, published by the 
Macmillan Company on April 3, 1950. Velikovsky noted in his introduction that 
the theories of Newton and Darwin underlie much of science and said, “If these 
two men of science are sacrosanct, this book is a heresy.” Actually, Worlds in 
Collision is heresy without Newton or Darwin. For the next thirty years, 
Velikovsky was America’s leading scientific heretic. 


The Joshua story was, to Velikovsky, part of a pattern. He claimed the 
recent history of the Earth has been punctuated by catastrophes caused by a 
wandering comet. Where did the comet come from? Some (unspecified) time, 
prior to the middle of the second millennium BC, it was expelled from the planet 
Jupiter in a tremendous catastrophe. The new comet careened about the solar 
system until, in about 1500 BC, it almost sideswiped the Earth. That near 
collision was about fifty years before Joshua invented daylight saving time. 


Fifty years before Joshua, the Children of Israel were captives in Egypt. 
Negotiations between Moses and the pharaoh broke down, so Moses tried 
threats, and the comet made them good. Rivers ran with blood. Vermin—frogs, 
maggots, flies, and locusts—infested Egypt. Pestilence killed the Egyptians’ 
livestock, hail destroyed their crops, and they were plagued with dust, darkness, 
and death. When the pharaoh finally relented, the comet parted the Red Sea so 
that the Israelites could pass through. Later, when the hungry Israelites were 
wandering in the desert, hydrocarbons from the comet’s tail interacted with the 
Earth’s atmosphere to form manna, which fell to the ground to feed them. More 


hydrocarbons burned in the atmosphere, causing literal rains of fire. Some 
falling hydrocarbons seeped into the ground, contributing to our present 
petroleum deposits. 


After helping Moses and, fifty years later, Joshua, the comet departed. It 
wasn’t heard from again until the seventh century BC when it almost clobbered 
Mars. That interaction propelled Mars into an orbit, which threatened the Earth. 
Cosmic lightning bolts flashed between Mars and the Moon and between Mars 
and the Earth. Inductive heating, caused by the tremendous electric field of 
Mars, melted part of the Moon’s surface so that it flowed. Gas bubbles in the 
molten mass burst, creating craters on the Moon. 


For some time, Mars menaced the Earth every fifteen years. With each near 
passage, the Earth was wracked with catastrophes—earthquakes, floods, fires, 
unnatural darknesses, and pestilences. Finally, about 687 BC, the catastrophes 
ceased. Mars settled into its present orbit. The comet adopted an almost circular 
orbit around the sun. It is now a planet, and we call it Venus. 


Surely all this is remarkable stuff. Velikovsky supported his astronomical 
assertions by citing the Bible, rabbinical literature, classical literature, Egyptian 
papyri, and myths, legends, and folklore from all over the Earth. Indeed, Worlds in 
Collision contains hundreds of footnotes. Since his claims for Venus flatly 
contradicted conventional astronomical theory, Velikovsky knew that his book 
would be controversial. He couldn’t have suspected how controversial. 


In fact, Worlds in Collision created an uproar even before it was released. Three 
influential magazines—Harper’s, Collier’s, and Reader’s Digest—catried prepublication 
articles about it. Velikovsky’s thesis was widely discussed; and influential people 
like Fulton Oursler, John J. O’Neill, and Clifton Fadiman endorsed it 
enthusiastically. Scientists, however, were appalled to see such (to them) 
nonsense being hailed as a revolution in science. A few overreacted. 


The leader of the overreaction was Harlow Shapley, professor of astronomy 
at Harvard. Velikovsky had approached him in 1946 about having some tests of 
his theories performed. Though he wouldn’t explain his thesis to Shapley in any 
detail, Velikovsky made it clear that he believed that the composition of the solar 
system had changed in historical times. According to Shapley, when Velikovsky 
told him this, he looked around to see if Velikovsky had a keeper with him. That 
was one of the kinder things Shapley said about Velikovsky The “Velikovsky 
affair’ was one of the more shameful incidents in the history of American 
science. Shapley publicly suggested that worlds in Collision was a deliberate fraud, 
and he tried to convince Macmillan Company, Velikovsky’s publisher, not to 


release the book. When that effort failed, and the book was published, Shapley 
and other scientists threatened to boycott Macmillan’s textbooks unless Worlds in 
Collision was withdrawn. Macmillan acquiesced and transferred publication rights 
to Doubleday. 


From a sales standpoint, Shapley couldn’t have done Velikovsky a bigger 
favor. The controversy surrounding Worlds in Collision brought it enormous publicity 
and quickly made it a bestseller. The shrill-voiced attempt to suppress the book 
only made people buy it to find out what all the shouting was about. It also 
cloaked Velikovsky in a martyr’s mantle which he wore defiantly for the rest of 
his life. 


Who was this man who caused such an uproar? Immanuel Velikovsky was 
bom in Vitebsk, Russia, on June 10, 1895, the youngest of three brothers. His 
father, Simon Velikovsky, was a prosperous Jewish merchant who was an ardent 
Zionist. As Immanuel recalled later, “From his youth, my father had set himself 
three goals: to help make Hebrew a living language again, to redeem Israel, and 
to found a Jewish academy.” Simon instilled in his youngest son both his love of 
learning and his Zionism. Young Immanuel attended high school in Moscow and 
graduated with a gold medal. He wanted to study medicine, but because he was a 
Jew, he couldn’t get into a Russian university. He therefore went to Montpelier, 
France, where he became leader of a group of Zionist students. In the winter of 
1913, on a sudden impulse, he quit the university and went to Palestine. 
Describing his adventure later, he said, “I wandered through the deserts, over the 
hills, I slept in kvuzot, I visited the ancient ruins .... It was a time when I was 
deeply religious.” But his mother insisted that he finish his medical studies, so 
Velikovsky departed Palestine for the University of Edinburgh, Scotland. He 
eventually got his medical degree from the University of Moscow in 1921. 


Upon his graduation, the Velikovsky family left Russia, his parents going to 
Palestine, Immanuel to Berlin. In Berlin, he made contact with prominent 
Zionists and founded the journal Scripta Universitatis atque Bibliothecae Hierosolymitanarum 
with money provided by his father. The journal was the first publication of what 
became the Hebrew University in Palestine. Many prominent Jewish scholars 
contributed, and Albert Einstein edited the physics section. While in Berlin, 
Velikovsky married violinist Elisheva Kramer, and in 1924 they moved to 
Palestine. There Velikovsky practiced medicine and, after studying under 
Wilhelm Stekel in Vienna, psychoanalysis. In 1939, just before the outbreak of 
World War II, Velikovsky and his wife and two daughters came to New York. 
What was intended to be a short visit to the United States turned into permanent 
residence. 


While yet in Palestine, Velikovsky concluded that the Egyptian pharaoh 
Akhnaton and the legendary Greek hero Oedipus were the same person. It was 
sometime early in 1940, while researching this idea at Columbia University 
library, that Velikovsky became convinced that a group of natural catastrophes 
had coincided with the biblical Exodus. He concluded that the plagues and other 
phenomena described in the Bible were caused by the Earth’s near collision with 
a comet. 


“Seek and ye shall find,” the Bible says; and in years of nonstop seeking, 
Velikovsky found many passages of the Bible—rabbinical literature, history, 
mythology, and folklore—that seemed to support this thesis. To most scientists, 
the Greek myth that the goddess Athena sprang full grown from the head of Zeus 
(Jupiter) is not impressive evidence that the planet Venus was actually blasted 
out of the planet Jupiter. (For one thing, the Greeks associated Aphrodite, not 
Athena, with Venus.) Yet Velikovsky made this myth a cornerstone of Worlds in 
Collision. Psychoanalyzing ancient literature, he found similar evidence in 
abundance. 


One of Velikovsky’s favorite sources was an Egyptian papyrus known as 
“The Admonitions of an Egyptian Sage,” which he encountered early in his 
research. It’s not clear whether the Egyptian sage, one Ipuwer, was a chronicler 
of catastrophe or a mad poet, but he composed a jeremiad lamenting numerous 
misfortunes which befell his people. Several of them are similar to plagues 
supposedly visited upon the Egyptians at Moses’s behest. Velikovsky assumed 
that Ipuwer was referring to comet-caused catastrophes. The catastrophes 
mentioned by Ipuwer are not in the same order as those in the Bible, nor are they 
grouped together. Velikovsky easily ignored such minor problems. More difficult 
was the date: according to historians, the Ipuwer papyrus was too old to have 
had anything to do with the Hebrew Exodus. 


There were other problems with dates. To make all the facts fit his theory, 
Velikovsky assumed that orthodox historians had made an eight-hundred-year 
error in their chronology of the ancient Near East. Making this assumption in 
1940, Velikovsky devoted the remaining years of his life—not to testing his 
conclusions—to seeking support for them. Like a psychoanalyst determined to 
pound a patient’s experiences into a Freudian framework, Velikovsky hammered 
history and science into the framework he had created. Facts inconsistent with 
his conclusions never troubled him in the least. He simply brushed them aside. 
Before he was finished, he had brushed aside much of physics, astronomy, 
geology, ancient history, archaeology, and Egyptology. 


It was Velikovsky’s audacious dismissal of inconvenient evidence that so 
infuriated scientists and led them to dismiss him out of hand. Inevitably, some 
people believed that scientists tried to suppress Worlds in Collision because they 
could make no other reply. In fact, one reply was published even before the book 
came out. Cecilia Payne-Gaposchkin, like Shapley, a Harvard astronomer, 
circulated a refutation based on the magazine articles about the book. She argued 
that Venus could not possibly have been expelled from Jupiter, that the chances 
of a hypothetical body expelled from Jupiter sideswiping the Earth are nil, that 
bodies cannot change orbits as Velikovsky claimed, etc. Payne-Gaposchkin was 
especially upset by Velikovsky’s claim that the Earth either ceased its rotation 
temporarily or shifted its axis when Venus went by, thus causing Joshua’s 
famous “long day.” She was already familiar with Cosmos without Gravitation, an 
earlier work of Velikovsky’s, which contains the groundwork of Worlds in Collision. 


There are many possible anti-Velikovsky arguments. For instance, 
interactions between the Earth and Venus, if based on gravitation, would require 
an extremely close encounter between the two planets to transfer much energy. 
But a close encounter would generate enormous tidal forces and create 
distinctive fault systems. No such fault systems exist. Neither is there any 
evidence that miles-high tides swept over the civilizations that dotted the shores 
of the ancient world. 


Some argued that if the Earth’s rotation were halted, the oceans would boil. 
Velikovsky noted that he had quoted an account in his book, which claimed that 
the oceans actually did boil. He did not go on to explain how the various species 
of marine life, many of them sensitive to minor temperature variations, survived. 


Nothing about a theory impresses scientists as much as predictive power. 
Velikovsky apparently only became aware of this after he had written Worlds in 
Collision, for the book contains no explicit predictions. Later, Velikovsky tried to 
remedy this oversight by (a) making after-the-fact searches of Worlds in Collision 
and his other works for passages that could be construed as predictions of new 
discoveries and by (b) issuing genuine and bold predictions on various subjects. 
The first procedure was ludicrous, the second disastrous. 


Perhaps a word about predictions is in order here. One of my favorite 
prophets was Alfred William Lawson—aviation pioneer, visionary, economic 
reformer, and alternative scientist extraordinaire. In his 1921 book The Airliner and 
Its Inventor (a laudatory biography of himself published under a pseudonym), 
Lawson predicted that by 1970 airliners would carry three hundred passengers, 
and air traffic would be so dense that routes and altitudes would have to be 


strictly assigned. Surely this was a remarkable prediction. Should we therefore 
reject Newtonian gravitation in favor of Lawson’s law of suction and pressure 
and his law of zig, zag, and swirl movement? Obviously not. For one thing, the 
prediction does not follow from Lawsonian physics. For another, one must view 
prophets in broad perspective. Immediately after his prediction about airliners, 
Lawson wrote, “By this time in warfare the light aeroplane will have supplanted 
the horse almost entirely for scouting and cavalry work and the airship will have 
developed into a real battleship . . .” Most of his other predictions were of equal 
value. 


In reviewing claims of predictions made either by or for Velikovsky, we 
must bear the above in mind. Since the Velikovskians will not stand for 
disallowing the master’s predictions, we can perhaps consider the body of 
Velikovsky’s work under the following rule: “Do not let a prophet or his 
followers decide after the fact which predictions count. If a work is predictive, 
all of it must be predictive.” 


To read the claims Velikovsky made for himself and those made for him by 
his followers, one would think that he predicted every major discovery made by 
the space program. That is not exactly true. Though he sometimes got lucky, 
most of his predictions fell flat. To begin with, let us examine three of the 
“successful predictions” in which Velikovsky set great stock: the heat of Venus, 
the radio noises from Jupiter, and the Earth’s magnetosphere. 


It is true that most astronomers believed that the temperature of Venus 
would probably be Earth-like. It’s not entirely clear what Velikovsky thought, as 
he was allergic to quantitative prediction. In Worlds in Collision, he wrote that after 
its first perihelion passage, Venus was “in a state of candescence” and elsewhere 
that “Venus is hot” and “Venus gives off heat.” But he was also obsessed with 
the idea that Venus is inhabited by vermin, so he evidently didn’t think it was 
near the temperature of melting lead. That is how hot Venus turned out to be, and 
astronomers attribute its high temperature to a greenhouse effect by which the 
Venusian atmosphere traps solar heat. When the high temperature of Venus was 
discovered by radio astronomers in 1957 (it was later measured by space 
probes), Velikovsky and his admirers immediately began claiming that he alone 
predicted that Venus would be a hot body while all the astronomers predicted 
that it would be cold. The greenhouse effect, they argued, was a face-saving 
device invented by astronomers after Venus’s high temperature was discovered. 


Nonsense. 


H. Spencer Jones, Astronomer Royal, wrote in 1940 that “carbon-dioxide 


exerts a strong greenhouse effect, trapping the long wave-length heat rays 
radiated from the surface of Venus and, by preventing their escape, raising the 
temperature much higher than it would otherwise be. Venus must be hotter than 
boiling water and this fact is a further indication that life on Venus is not to be 
expected.” British astronomer Patrick Moore endorsed this opinion in his 1954 
Guide to the Planets. In early 1955, Dr. Jean I. F. King of the Air Force’s Cambridge 
Research Center predicted on theoretical grounds that Venus’s surface 
temperature would be several hundred degrees. These examples could be 
multiplied. 


On October 13, 1953, in an address before the Graduate College Forum of 
Princeton University, Velikovsky said, “In Jupiter and its moons we have a 
system not unlike the solar family. The planet is cold, yet its gases are in motion. 
It appears probable to me that it sends out radio noises as do the sun and stars.” 
In 1955, radio noises were discovered coming from the region of Jupiter. A 
brilliant prediction? 


A lucky guess, actually, and based on a misconception. In Worlds in Collision, 
Velikovsky had called Jupiter a “dark star,” and here he again compared Jupiter 
to the sun. In fact, Jupiter is too small to be even a dark star. Most of the radio 
noise from the region of Jupiter does not come from the planet itself but is 
synchrotron radiation emitted by solar wind particles trapped in Jupiter’s 
stupendous magnetic field. Ironically, the man obsessed with magnetic fields 
didn’t work a magnetic field into this guess. 


Later in the same address, Velikovsky said, “It is generally thought that the 
magnetic field of the Earth does not sensitively reach the moon. But there is a 
way to find out whether it does or not. The moon makes daily rocking 
movements—librations of latitude, some of which are explained by no theory. I 
suggest investigating whether these unaccounted librations are synchronized 
with the daily revolutions of the magnetic poles of the Earth around its 
geographical poles.” 


In theory, a magnetic field can extend to infinity, and Velikovsky tacitly 
acknowledged this with the qualifying word “sensitively.” He was predicting that 
the Earth’s magnetic field has measurable effects on the motion of the Moon, 
which is utter nonsense. Later, when space probes discovered the Van Allen 
belts, regions near the Earth where charged particles from the solar wind are 
trapped by the Earth’s magnetic field, Velikovsky claimed this was a 
confirmation of his prediction. This is especially ironic since the solar wind 
tends to compress the Earth’s magnetic flux lines, thus making the strength of its 


magnetic field substantially less at the distance of the Moon than it would 
otherwise be. 


If these predictions were substantially less successful than Velikovsky and 
his admirers claimed, many of his other predictions were disastrous. According 
to his introduction to a later paperback edition of Worlds in Collision, Velikovsky 
wrote to astronomers Rupert Wildt and W. S. Adams in 1948 “indicating that the 
presence of hydrocarbon gases and dust in the cloud envelope of Venus would 
constitute a crucial test for the cosmological concepts evolved from the study of 
historical sources.” Space probes have since analyzed the Venusian atmosphere, 
and if hydrocarbons are present at all, they constitute at most a few parts per 
million. The Venusian clouds are not dust but droplets of sulfuric acid. Indeed, 
dust is a scarce commodity, and, once you get below the clouds, the Venusian 
atmosphere is remarkably transparent. 


Velikovsky was equally unlucky with his predictions about the Moon. 
According to his theory, the Moon was blasted by electrical discharges from 
Venus and Mars, and these were responsible for at least some of the lunar 
craters. So far as anyone can tell, virtually all of the lunar craters were made by 
meteorite impacts. Velikovsky claimed that during its encounter with Venus, 
much of the Moon’s surface became molten. There is no evidence that lava 
flowed on the Moon later than about three billion years ago. Velikovsky claimed 
that the Moon rocks would be highly magnetic and strongly radioactive. They 
are about as radioactive as terrestrial rocks and about a hundredth as magnetic. 
Velikovsky claimed that moonquakes are extremely numerous and that the first 
Apollo astronauts might well “experience” one during their short stay. But 
moonquakes powerful enough for a human to feel probably occur on the Moon 
at most every few million years. Velikovsky claimed that considerable heat flows 
out to the surface of the Moon. Much less heat flows from the interior of the 
Moon than from the interior of the Earth. 


His predictions about Mars were equally accurate. Mars also was supposed 
to have craters caused by lightning bolts. Martian craters, like those found on 
bodies throughout the solar system, seem to be impact features. Velikovsky 
claimed that the Martian atmosphere would be high in argon and neon, and that 
glowing neon might be partly responsible for the red color of Mars! The 
atmosphere of Mars does contain a few percent argon (as astronomers have 
known since the 1930s), but neon is present only in trace amounts. Rather than 
being a glowing neon sign, Mars probably gets its color from iron oxides in the 
rocks and dust of its surface. 


Velikovsky and his followers often argued that because Jupiter can change 
the orbits of comets, so can the Earth. But the argument is doubly flawed, 
because the Earth has two strikes against it. First of all, the Earth is in a high- 
velocity region of the solar system, and the absolute increments of velocity 
necessary to change the shape of an orbit are much larger than in Jupiter’s low- 
velocity neighborhood. Second, Jupiter is the second most massive object in the 
solar system and, at a given distance, it exerts 319 times as much force as the 
Earth could. It can exert the same force as the Earth at about 18 times as far. 


Mostly, the Velikovskians are confined to publishing in their own journals. 
Sometimes, however, they smuggle their speculations into establishment 
journals. An example of this is a paper by Peter Warlow, which offers a 
mechanism for Velikovskian pole shifts. 


Geologists and geophysicists generally believe that the Earth’s magnetic 
field changes polarity every million years or so, with magnetic north becoming 
magnetic south and vice versa. In Worlds in Collision, Velikovsky suggested that 
perhaps the entire Earth flips over. Peter Warlow made precisely that argument 
in “Geomagnetic Reversals?” a paper published in Journal of Physics A, October 
1978. Though he doesn’t mention Immanuel Velikovsky in his paper, Warlow’s 
scenario and some of his references are clearly Velikovskian. 


Warlow argues that in a near collision with a cosmic body, gravitational 
forces acting on the equatorial bulge could flip the Earth end over end. As he 
puts it (p. 2,125), under favorable conditions, “The torque necessary to bring 
about an inversion of the Earth would be obtained from, for example, a body ten 
times the mass of the Moon [read ‘Mars’] at a (centre to centre) distance of 
about 3.3 x 1014 km, or for a body of Earth mass [read ‘Venus’] at a distance of 
about 6.6 x 1014 km.” He also suggests that shifts smaller than 1800 could be 
caused by the same mechanism. 


Warlow suggests that the Earth actually has flipped all the way over in 
historical times. He trots out much of the traditional Velikovskian evidence to 
support this view. Then, as is traditional with Velikovskians, he concentrates on 
one or two trees while ignoring the rest of the forest. For instance, if the Earth 
flipped over as he proposed, miles-high walls of water would inundate coastal 
cities, probably leaving no trace of them. Since the shores of the Mediterranean 
are studded with the unflooded ruins of settlements and cities built long before 
history began, there has obviously been no such shift in historical times. Indeed, 
even a minor pole shift of only 100 would, if it happened as rapidly as Warlow 
suggests, send the entire Mediterranean rushing for its north or south shore, 


depending on the direction of the shift. 


If this mechanism is to account for the known changes in polarity of the 
Earth’s magnetic field, as Warlow suggests, tremendous masses must pass 
extremely close to the Earth every million years or so. The only bodies known to 
come near the Earth—Apollo asteroids and comets—are millions or even 
billions of times too light for his purposes. Indeed, Warlow examines the size 
distributions of comets, meteorites and fireballs without finding a probable 
source of sufficiently large bodies. But one scientist has suggested that large 
quantities of dust periodically enter the solar system. Warlow therefore concludes, 
with true Velikovskian logic, that “injection of a large cosmic body [is] a 
reasonable proposition.” 


It would be difficult to find an astronomer who would agree with Warlow’s 
theory. On a cosmic scale, the Earth is a tiny target. For every body in the solar 
system that comes within 66,000 kilometers (41,000 miles) of the Earth, billions 
more don’t. Unless some cosmic gunner aims planet-sized bodies at the Earth, 
Warlow’s theory implies that millions of Mars—and Venus-sized bodies must be 
wandering through the solar system. Where are they? 


Velikovskians sometimes cite astronomer Thomas Gold as an orthodox 
scientist who has suggested such pole shifts. The truth is somewhat different. In 
a paper in the British science magazine Nature (March 26, 1955), Gold showed 
that there is reason to believe that the equatorial bulge, the source of the Earth’s 
presumed stability on its axis, can flow very slowly. Thus the formation and 
melting of glaciers and ice caps, or other phenomena capable of changing the 
Earth’s balance could cause the Earth’s poles to shift slowly. For instance, Gold 
calculated that if the continent of South America were somehow uplifted by 
about 100 feet, it could cause the Earth to topple over in about one hundred 
thousand years. He thought that it might even be possible for a fairly substantial 
shift to take place in as little as ten thousand years. 


(In Bob’s 1979 interview with Velikovsky, which comprises chapter 2, Velikovsky cites one of 
Gold’s comments as support for his version of pole shift. ed.) Velikovsky’s admirers speak 
wistfully of his great interdisciplinary synthesis. Indeed, his research 
encompassed several disciplines. Unfortunately, he was incompetent in all of 
them. Physics and astronomy were to Velikovsky merely resources to be mined 
for confirmations of his preconceived ideas. He tossed scientific terms around in 
the same manner (and with the same understanding) as a hypochondriac uses 
medical terms. To the end of his life, he remained ignorant of elementary 
principles of physics known to every freshman physics student, and his geology 


wasn’t much better. Velikovsky’s scientific incompetence made it impossible for 
him to understand the gravity of the objections that scientists made against him. 


One cannot properly understand Worlds in Collision without reading 
Velikovsky’s little known pamphlet Cosmos without Gravitation. When the latter was 
published in 1946, Velikovsky was already circulating a draft of Worlds in Collision 
among selected friends. If these friends also received copies of the pamphlet, 
which explicitly lays the theoretical groundwork for Worlds in Collision, then they 
understood exactly what Velikovsky meant when he postulated large magnetic 
forces between planets. 


The easiest way to describe Cosmos without Gravitation is to quote the opening 
paragraph: 

The fundamental theory of this paper is: Gravitation is an electromagnetic phenomenon. 
There is no primary motion inherent in planets and satellites. Electric attraction, 
repulsion and electromagnetic circumduction govern their movements. The moon does 
not “fall,” attracted to the earth from an assumed inertial motion along a straight line, 
nor is the phenomena of objects falling in the terrestrial atmosphere comparable to the 
“falling effect” in the movement of the moon, a conjecture which is the basic element of 
the Newtonian theory of gravitation. 


Thus in four remarkable sentences Velikovsky disposed of inertia, general 
relativity, and universal gravitation. In the next few pages, Velikovsky 
enumerated twenty-five “facts . . . incompatible with the law of gravitation.” 
Briefly stated, his first three arguments were that, if gravitation were true, (a) the 
various gases of the atmosphere would separate because of their differing 
specific gravities; (b) ozone, being dense, would be found in the lower 
atmosphere instead of the upper layers; and (c) water droplets, being eight 
hundred times heavier than air, could not be suspended to form clouds. 


Such arguments would not favorably impress scientists. But if Velikovsky 
followed the pattern typical of alternative scientists dispensing self-published 
works, he sent copies of Cosmos without Gravitation to prominent scientists and major 
libraries. If the scientists and librarians acted according to form, they raised their 
eyebrows at the title, noted that the pamphlet was self-published, read the first 
paragraph, and perhaps glanced through the pamphlet, shook their heads sadly, 
sighed, and dropped it into the circular file. Whatever the reason, the pamphlet is 
extremely scarce. 


Velikovsky published other controversial books as well. Ages in Chaos, 
published in 1952, sets forth his theory that historians have made an eight- 
hundred-year error in their chronology for the ancient Near East. (He later 


elaborated on this in other books.) Earth in Upheaval, published in 1955, marshals 
geological evidence for the events described in Worlds in Collision. Both books sold 
well, but historians and geologists have largely ignored them. 


Cosmos without Gravitation Must be a profound embarrassment to those 
Velikovskians with scientific backgrounds. Indeed, they seem to suffer the 
“collective amnesia” that Velikovsky claimed to have prevented the ancients 
from explicitly recording his catastrophes. It is rarely cited. Physicist C. J. 
Ransom, for instance, totally ignores the work in his Age of Velikovsky though he 
elaborately cites Velikovsky’s many other books and articles. Biographical 
blurbs by admirers invariably mention Velikovsky’s friendship with Einstein but 
never mention that Velikovsky thought he had refuted general relativity! 


Velikovsky never considered his thesis a mere hypothesis. It was revealed 
truth to which the universe must conform. From this assumption, the two 
fundamental rules of Velikovskian evidence follow: (1) Any scientific statement 
or data tending to support Velikovsky is forever chiseled into stone. Theories 
may be falsified by new data and repudiated by their originators, presumed 
evidence may prove to be flawed, but Velikovsky is forever vindicated. (2) No 
amount of contrary evidence is ever sufficient to disprove one of Velikovsky’s 
claims. Thus an erroneous report that the 1974 Mariner mission detected 
hydrocarbons in the atmosphere of Venus remained forever a proof to 
Velikovsky that he was right. A Russian scientist once theorized that comets 
originate on Jupiter. The theory was never taken seriously by other astronomers, 
but, to Velikovsky, this hypothesis was powerful support for his own thesis. In 
Worlds in Collision, he manipulated data and sources in such a way that some 
thought him deliberately dishonest. It was a practice he never abandoned. 
Shortly before his death, he cited to me discredited speculations about chemical 
fires on Venus as proof of his thesis, saying he had predicted them. In fact, he 
had predicted petroleum fires. 


Velikovsky and his followers have had thirty-seven (written in January 1991, ed.) 
years to show that his scenario is scientifically plausible. They have utterly 
failed. The equations of celestial mechanics (which govern the motions of bodies 
in space) are well-known, and they have been verified to high precision. (For 
instance, eclipses can be predicted to the second many years in advance. Space 
probes from Earth precisely intercept planets millions of miles away.) While 
Velikovsky himself was not competent to do the required mathematics, some of 
his followers are. If they want astronomers to take them seriously, let them 
publish a hypothetical orbit for a body which behaves remotely as they claim 
Venus behaved. 


But this sort of “put up or shut up” attitude merely enrages the 
Velikovskians. No such orbits exist, so they can’t put up, and they are 
psychologically incapable of shutting up. Therefore, instead of dealing with the 
fundamental problems inherent in Velikovsky’s theory, the Velikovskians 
specialize in nitpicking, the rationalization of failures into victories, and personal 
attacks on Carl Sagan and others who have the temerity to suggest that 
Velikovsky’s genius was misguided. 


And the vast majority of scientists ignore them. 


Conclusion 


Velikovsky psychoanalyzed history, the human race in general, scientists as 
a group, and even individual scientists who didn’t agree with his views. One 
wonders what would have happened had he psychoanalyzed himself. What sort 
of man, he might have asked, would believe himself to know more about 
astronomy, physics, geology, and history than all the professionals in those fields 
combined? How does one diagnose a patient who is incapable of admitting the 
slightest error? Suppose the patient can only deal with reality by rationalizing 
facts into a preconceived structure? What if the patient presents borrowed ideas 
as his own and is convinced that discoveries made by others are stolen from 
him? Judging from his published works, it’s unlikely that Velikovsky was 
capable of questioning himself. 


The idea of a collision between the Earth and a comet goes back at least as 
far as William Whiston, who postulated such a collision in his New Theory of the 
Earth, published in 1696. Whiston is mentioned in Worlds in Collision only in three 
footnotes, never in the text. American reformer and alternative scientist Ignatius 
Donnelly published Ragnarok: The Age of Fire and Gravel in 1883. The book was 
entirely devoted to Donnelly’s theory that the Earth collided with a comet in 
prehistoric times, and Donnelly mined many of the same sources as Velikovsky 
used. Velikovsky referred to Ragnarok in one footnote, and not kindly. Around the 
turn of the century an Austrian mining engineer, Hans Hoerbiger, theorized that 
the Earth has had a series of Moons, the present one being our seventh. When an 
old Moon breaks up and falls to Earth or a new one is captured, Earth is visited 
by widespread catastrophes. A follower of Hoerbiger’s, Hans Schindler Bellamy, 
published his Moons, Myths and Man in 1936. Bellamy offered much the same 
evidence from myth and folklore as Donnelly had used. Velikovsky mentioned 
Bellamy in a couple footnotes, Hoerbiger not at all. Later, in Pensee, Velikosvky 
published an article speculating that our Moon was but recently captured. He 
didn’t mention Bellamy or Hoerbiger. In 1932, British journalist Comyns 


Beaumont published The Mysterious Comet: or, The Origin, Building Up and Destruction of 
Worlds, by Means of Cometary Contacts. Velikovsky was familiar with Beaumont’s 
writings, but didn’t consider him important. So far as I know, Velikovsky never 
acknowledged Beaumont’s existence in any of his published works. 


Perhaps it was because he himself so freely appropriated the ideas of others 
with little or no acknowledgment that Velikovsky believed scientists stole from 
him. Perhaps it was because he thought that, as the world’s greatest genius, all 
good ideas must have flowed from him. For whatever reason, in his later years, 
Velikovsky was convinced that he had foreseen practically every discovery in 
planetary astronomy. (Except those that didn’t fit his theory: those he denied the 
existence of.) It was part of the same fantasy world in which all discoveries 
confirmed his theories. 


In the years that followed the publication of Worlds in Collision, a little group of 
loyal followers formed. Velikovsky’s friend Horace Kallen, founder of the New 
School of Social Research, was vocal in his criticism of Shapley and others, but 
not an active supporter. Eric Larrabee, then an editor of Harper's magazine, had 
written the prepublication piece presenting Velikovsky’s theory. He was 
apparently sold, for he continued to support it. Two vocal supporters were Alfred 
de Grazia, editor of American Behavioral Scientist, and Ralph Juergens, an engineer. 


In 1963, de Grazia devoted an entire issue of American Behavioral Scientist to the 
controversy, and the articles were later republished as a book, The Velikovsky Affair. 
The issue contained articles by Ralph Juergens and other Velikovsky partisans. 


Chapter 2 
Velikovsky: The Last Interview 


Introduction 


Bob was doing contract technical writing in Parsippany, New Jersey, when 
he interviewed Immanuel Velikovsky. The interview was scheduled for Sunday, 
November 11, 1979. Prior to that, on November 9, Bob wrote to his friend Don 
Simanek, then a physics professor at Lock Haven: 


I will be interviewing Velikovsky on Sunday. For awhile, he had me worried that he was 
going to back out. He is very suspicious (with, of course, some justification), but didn’t 
bother to ask me outright whether I believed in his theory or not. Had he done so, he 
would have gotten an honest answer, which might have blown the whole thing. 


Afterward, on November 14, Bob described the interview in a letter to our 
sister, Elaine, this way: 


I interviewed Immanuel Velikovsky last Sunday, and will talk to him again this Sunday. 
Very interesting. My first contact with a world-class crank, on a face-to-face basis. 


He was a little more forthcoming in a letter dated November 13 to his friend 
Chuck Long, then a physics professor at North Hennepin Community College in 
Minnesota: 


A quicky note from beautiful downtown Parsippany. I’m taking a break from 
transcribing my Velikovsky interview tape, a job I heartily detest. I always swear I will 
never do another interview, until next time. 


Anyway, several things Velikovsky said bring up questions you might be able to answer. 
He had predicted petroleum fires on Venus (he now says that he predicted “chemical 
fires,” and we’re supposed to overlook the minor substitution of words) and that 
chemical fires have indeed been found there. Huh? Was this one of the explanations 
given for the lights seen on the dark side? I thought it was determined to be lightning. 
Do you know the answer? 


Velikovsky also claims that Hoyle or Gold said that, if the Earth were actually a perfect 
sphere, it would not rotate stably on its axis. That is, the slightest disturbance, even an 
animal walking on it, could throw it off its axis. The same idea is expressed in Pensee. 
This seems like pure B.S. to me. Have you heard about this? I suspect V. has 
misinterpreted something else for his own purposes. 


Back to work. 


Oops, two more things: Velikovsky says the Deluge was caused when Saturn became a 
nova (I know this is something that’s been bothering you). Also, his wife called me last 
night. They weren’t especially happy with the interview either (V. didn’t respond well to 
some questions) and we have scheduled a rematch—I mean another interview—for next 
Sunday morning. 


Velikovsky died on November 17, 1979, the day before the second 
interview was scheduled. 


In preparing this section, I contacted an expert on Velikovsky, Leroy 
Ellenberger, and he generously reviewed the section with an eye on accuracy. 
Ellenberger is familiar with the “Velikovsky affair” from both sides of the coin; 
he was a friend of the Velikoskys, a supporter of V, and senior editor and 
executive secretary Of Kronos, a magazine dedicated to Velikovsky’s ideas. Now 
he has become a well-known critic of Velikovsky, having reversed his opinions. I 
am very grateful for the feedback he provided. In the exchange of e-mail 
between us, he made the following remarks: 


12-15-03 


Dear Lois, 


How nice to hear from you. I would like to see Bob’s writings on Velikovsky 
published. I always respected his approach to topics and used his material on various 
topics often in my own efforts. I especially like his Smithsonian article on Alfred Russel 
Wallace’s efforts on the Old Bedford Canal against the flat earthers. We in the V 
movement were really ticked that V’s last interview was with your brother; Bob had 
several articles published at that time on V. If you would like, I would be glad to read 
and comment on Bob’s article, with an eye on accuracy, as I have been doing often for 
other writers doing a treatment on V. 


12-23-03 


Dear Lois, 


The article came Monday; thank you. There is not much to correct (only two bits, 
really)2 and I’ll put them in the mail to you very soon, if not today. It would be nice if 
the Wegener item from I. Asimov’s Science Fiction Magazine, 1981, were to be 
reprinted in a book.3 I got a lot out of it at the time and saw it when Mrs. V asked me to 
get her a copy of it. 


1-22-04 


Dear Lois, 


Good to hear from you. You have my permission to use anything I’ve shared 
with you as you see fit. I regret that I never interacted with Bob on a personal level and 


never in-depth vis a vis Velikovsky. However, he never ignored any of my contacts with 
him and usually provided beau coup feedback, either directly or by sending 
“handouts”/photocopies, and so forth. I do recall that Mrs. V was very upset over Bob’s 
meeting with V, altho’ looking forward to the “make-up” session the next weekend, 
which of course never happened due to V’s intervening death. I wish you all the best 
with this project of yours. 


After the interview was published in Fate, Bob was upset over some changes 
that were made. He described it on March 30, 1980, in a letter to Don Simanek: 


The new FATE with the Velikovsky article in it arrived Saturday, with your letter. I’m 
mad as hell! They allowed Mrs. Velikovsky and her daughter to browbeat them into 
several significant editorial changes, which included putting words into Velikovsky’s 
mouth, and removing a crucial sentence. I believe I told you that I pressed Velikovsky 
on the composition of the atmosphere of Venus, and he evaded me as long as he could, 
then clammed up with, “We are not here to argue points. You are asking questions, I am 
answering them.” This was extremely ironic, because he was not answering the goddam 
questions. The Velikovskys (widow and daughter) tried on the phone to get me to drop 
that sentence, and I refused. They succeeded with the editors of FATE. Also, 
Velikovsky’s daughter compiled several lists of “confirmations” in an attempt to refute 
my questions,* and they intermingled these with the text of the interview. I’m waiting 
until I cool off a little before I write to them about it, but I think I’m going to demand 
that they publish a letter from me in which I partially repudiate my own interview! 


*(these are not included here, ed.) 


However, immediately after the interview, Bob had taken a more gentle 
tone, as noted here in an earlier letter, dated November 19, 1979, to Simanek: 


As you probably know, Velikovsky died Saturday. I interviewed him the previous 
Sunday, and was supposed to continue the interview yesterday, but it was not meant to 
be. I don’t know the cause of death, but an old issue of Pensee says he suffered from 
diabetes. He was obviously failing when I talked to him, somewhat unsteady on his feet, 
and tiring easily. But I certainly didn’t get the impression that he was at death’s door. 


I’m pressed for time at the moment, so I’ll save a detailed account of the Velikovsky 
interview for another time. For now, I’ll just say that Velikovsky went down with flags 
flying and guns blazing. He saw no difficulties whatever with his theories, and claimed 
that scientists are adopting his ideas one by one, and refusing to give him credit. When I 
pressed him about lack of hydrocarbons in the Venusian atmosphere, and how it differs 
fundamentally from the atmosphere of Jupiter, he got evasive. 


The Last Interview 
(Reprinted from Fate, May 1980) 


The following has been edited to reduce repetition, 


however the interview remains unedited. 


On April 3, 1950, the Macmillan Company released Worlds in Collision. With 
this book Russian-born psychoanalyst Immanuel Velikovsky challenged much of 
the science of astronomy. Worlds was controversial even before it was published. 
Beginning in January 1950 several major magazines published articles about 
Velikovsky’s thesis. The book was first attacked and defended on the basis of 
these articles and an astronomer even wrote and circulated a refutation based on 
them. 


Velikovsky relied almost exclusively on literary sources—the Bible, 
Egyptian writings, classical literature and mythology. Worlds in Collision contains 
not a single equation or quantitative analysis. Astronomers considered both the 
expulsion of Venus from Jupiter and the motions ascribed to Venus to be utterly 
impossible. Their reactions to the book varied from amusement to amazement to 
anger. 


In the following years Velikovsky published several more books expanding 
on his catastrophic thesis and developing the related idea that historians made a 
500—to 800-year error in their ancient chronologies. A small but enthusiastic 
group supported and expanded on his ideas although professional scientists 
largely ignored him. The major exception was a symposium on his ideas held by 
the American Association for the Advancement of Science in 1974. Its tone was 
decidedly negative. The controversy over Velikovsky continues to this day. 


With the approach of the 30th anniversary of Worlds’ publication, I thought it 
would be interesting to get Velikovsky’s views on his work and the controversy 
surrounding it from his perspective of three decades. In October 1979 I called 
him and proposed an interview, to be published on the anniversary. After some 
negotiation he agreed. 


I met Velikovsky and his wife Elisheva at their home in Princeton, NJ, on 
Sunday afternoon, November 11, 1979. I was impressed by the man’s physical 
presence. Although 84% years old and apparently somewhat shrunken with age, 
he still stood over six feet tall. While he complained that he tired easily, he was 
alert and animated and appeared chipper for a man of his age. 


Velikovsky, who seemed to have a remarkable memory, quoted names and 
dates from the past 30 years with apparent ease. The interview rambled on for 
about an hour, with several minor interruptions. Then Velikovsky announced he 
was tired and had to rest. I thanked him and his wife and left. 


I was somewhat disappointed with the interview because we had gotten 
sidetracked in a long discussion about the atmosphere of Venus and we barely 
touched on several important points. It tumed out Velikovsky was also 
dissatisfied. We agreed to meet again the following Sunday, November 18, and 
continue the interview. 


But Velikovsky died on the morning of November 17. Therefore, although 
somewhat incomplete, the following is his last public expression of his views to 
be given to an American publication. 


Schadewald: Dr. Velikovsky, in April it will be 30 years since Worlds in 
Collision was published. It caused a storm of controversy. 


Velikovsky: The book was published on April 3, a Monday. But the debate 
and discussion started on the first of January when Eric Larrabee reviewed it in 
Harper’s. | have to say to anyone who claims the reviews were done for publicity 
that I refused for many months to give Harper’s permission to publish a review. A 
letter from the magazine came to me probably in the second part of February 
1949 and it was in the fall that I agreed to see Mr. Larrabee, one of the editors. I 
didn’t want to tell the story of my book and asked him not to mention Venus at 
all. But he said to me that he had already written seven drafts of his story and 
Venus was still in it. I could not be cruel to him, so I let it go. 


There were two more stories in advance. One was by Fulton Oursler, in 
Reader’s Digest. This was by a man who was himself the author of a best-selling 
book, The Greatest Story Ever Told. 


With Collier's it was more difficult. I gave it the right of serialization in three 
issues because my editor told me that, before publication by Macmillan, the 
serialization rights belonged to me. Colliers wrote a story and it was no 
serialization. I didn’t permit Colliers to publish anything without my seeing it and 
I finally okayed two pieces. 


Schadewald: Was World’ in Collision an immediate success? 


Velikovsky: The book appeared on the third of April, as I have said. In only 
two or three weeks after publication it was best-seller number one. The reviews 
came in quantities—in bushels—because some of the reviewers were syndicated 
in some 300 journals. So I sometimes got 300 copies of the same articles. But 
even so, the number of reviews was great. Even today I get news of old reviews 
not on my list. Ralph Juergens, a collaborator of mine since 1960—he died not 
two weeks ago—was a man of order. He attempted to collect everything written 
about Worlds in Collision from 1950 and 1968. There were probably four or five 
thousand articles. 


Schadewald: The controversy over Worlds in Collision had begun even before it 
was published. Harlow Shapley was perhaps your leading critic at that time? 


Velikovsky: Leading critic, I cannot say, because he did not express one 
argument. He had not read the book, either, at least when he came out with all 
the charges he made. 


He heard one thing from me: that the composition of the solar system was 
different in historical times. That much I told him when I met him. 


Schadewald: You met Shapley before your book was published and 
described your theory to him? 


Velikovsky: No! I was careful not to describe my theory. As much as I said 
was that in historical times the composition of the solar system was different. 
That was all. I did not mention Venus. 


I met him only once. It was, I believe, the 12th of April 1946 when I wished 
to have several spectral tests made. He told me that time that he would not read 
the manuscript but he would if someone else would read it. 


Schadewald: You never met him again? 


Velikovsky: I never met him again. 


Later, a kind of unpleasant discussion started between him and Prof. Horace 
Kallen, who was a friend of his. The story is described by Kallen in the first 
issue of Pensee. Kallen finished also by saying who was correct and who was 


incorrect. 


Schadewald: Horace Kallen, a cofounder of the New School for Social 
Research, was one of your early supporters. He read your manuscript before it 
was published? 


Velikovsky: Yes. I got to know him in the first few months I was in this 
country. Many times I listened to his advice. He was a remarkable man. On the 
very last night of his life he could not sleep: he wrote for me his opinion about 
the paper by one of the participants in the AAAS session of February 1974. In 
the morning he wrote an additional letter and a few hours later he died. 


Schadewald: Shapley and other astronomers claimed that your thesis in 
Worlds in Collision iS impossible. 


Velikovsky: When you read Worlds you find no contradiction in facts. You 
find it organized. You will agree that the language is lucid. Still, it is in gross 
contradiction to theories accepted and taught in universities. 


The only disagreement is on this point: Is it established truth or is it dogma 
that the planetary system was created this way and this way it continues? It is not 
so absurd to say, “Let us check the literature of the ancient civilizations of the 
entire world.” 


No one disproved Worlds in Collision. They cannot say it is wrong, that it cannot 
be. They will have to show that it is mistaken. I ask in the beginning, is it science 
or science fiction? The reader should conclude for himself. It is clearly written as 
a piece of science. 


From so many sources you read that the day was interrupted, was too short 
or too long, or the sun started to revolve around the earth much closer than 
before, on a different route, or something else. It comes not from one civilization 
but from many civilizations, from the Old World and from the New World. 


Schadewald: To some extent you isolated yourself from the controversy. 
(This Q and A appears to be the one added by Mrs. V, as referenced in the introduction. ed.) 


Velikovsky: But I did not keep entirely aloof. I had a meeting—a 
controversy, so to speak—with Dr. Waldemar Kaempffert, then science editor of 


the New York Times. We discussed this thing at a meeting in a big hall at Columbia 
University and also on the pages of the Times. Except for that I tried not to enter 
the fracas. 


I returned to the press in 1951 when Princeton University astronomer John 
Q. Stewart and I published an exchange of views in Harper’ magazine, the June 
1951 issue. 


Here at Princeton, after I moved, I lectured at the Graduate College Forum 
in 1953. This lecture, printed at the end of Earth in Upheaval, contains certain 
statements, which later turned out to be very important because they were soon 
confirmed against all expectations. 


I was not invited to lecture at colleges and universities because of 
opposition led by Harvard astronomy professors. The only place I had a chance 
to lecture was at Princeton when Prof. Harry Hess headed the geology 
department. This was not for pay. 


In 1961 I really started to lecture at colleges. My lecture period went from 
1961 to 1975 and for these 14 years I lectured widely—that is, I would go on 
several tours and visit three or four universities or colleges on each tour. Travel 
would be mostly by car, sometimes by plane. 


In general you are right. I had many offers from the press to write articles or 
participate in dialogues but I turned them down. Nevertheless, during this period 
I wrote many pieces and made progress on several book manuscripts. But I did 
not publish anything from 1961, when Oedipus and Akhnaton was published, until 
1977. In 1975 I stopped lecturing. I lectured last April at Princeton University 
but that was a special occasion. 


Schadewald: Interest in your ideas revived in the 1970s, did it not? 


Velikovsky: Various organizations spontaneously called five separate 
national or international meetings about my work. One was the Duquesne 
History Forum, another the Philosophy of Science Association. Still another was 
at the Lethbridge University in Alberta, Canada. I appeared in places like NASA 
in the Langley and Ames space research centers. This was in 1972 and 1973. In 
both cases the audiences were packed with scientists from the organizations and 
also from nearby universities. I always answered all the questions. There was 
never a Situation in all my appearances where a question was put before me that 
I could not answer. 


One by one, my views are being accepted by science, only without giving 
me credit. 


Schadewald: For instance? 


Velikovsky: In 1950 it was claimed that the axis of the earth cannot be 
moved in geographical or astronomical position. A tremendous force is needed 
for that. Well, people like Thomas Gold have speculated that if the earth were a 
perfect sphere, just one insect crawling on it would bring the earth out of 
position. (See Bob’s reference in chapter 1. ed.) You will find in Earth in Upheaval a long 
chapter on this subject. Now they say the South Pole was once in the Sahara. 


Also scientists now say there was a comet that fell into the Pacific. Harold 
Urey says the comet fell into the Pacific and caused the ocean to splash water— 
how far?—to the moon! Onto the moon! 


Now, as regards marksmanship: How, my opponents asked me in the press 
in the 1950s and 1960s, could there be such good marksmanship that the earth 
would come close to collision with Mars or with Venus? Such a collision, Sagan 
says, has a very small chance of occurring. But what is the chance for ocean 
water splashed by a comet plunging into the Pacific to reach the moon? What 
chance, what statistical chance could there possibly be? 


So they now agree with me that the axis was not always in its present place. 
They agree that animal destruction, like the extinction of the dinosaurs, was 
caused by a comet or the explosion of a nova. 


Schadewald: But there’s a lot of difference between a comet and the 
explosion of a nova! 


Velikovsky: Yes, they have a theory for this and a theory for that. About 
novas: part of my book that was not published has now appeared in a few pages 
in the last issue of Kronos. I had it published because several people now write on 
this subject and contend that Saturn became a nova and caused the Deluge. 


Schadewald: Saturn became a nova and caused the Deluge? 


Velikovsky: This is not yet described by me in full. It’s described in several 


hundred so-far-unpublished pages. Some appeared originally in the preface to 
Worlds in Collision but we removed it. It should be a book by itself but I postponed it 
for so long that they asked me to give it in shorter form. This is a section from 
my lecture in Switzerland in 1971. Somebody transcribed it and they published it 
this week in Kronos. 


Schadewald: But how could Saturn become a nova? Saturn is quite 
small... 


Velikovsky: Oh, this is a different story. Let me say this to you: I am always 
attacked on parts that I have not yet described. For example, most of the attack 
against Worlds in Collision focused on the question of how Venus escaped from 
Jupiter. But I did not describe it in Worlds in Collision. I said clearly that belongs to a 
different work. And this work would be about the catastrophes, which involved 
Jupiter and Saturn. These critics are opposing something without knowing what I 
have to say about it. 


Schadewald: But isn’t that the point? They say it could not have happened 
and that undercuts the whole thesis. 


Velikovsky: Could not have happened? No, no, Sagan never said it could 
not happen. He said it could happen. It’s a question of time but it could happen; all 
of it could happen. 


Sagan also says that all the critics preceding him used invalid arguments. 
Schadewald: Where did he say that? 


Velikovsky: In his book. In his lecture. All of the arguments—or almost all 
of them—are invalid. 


As to Sagan, let us say I don’t wish to go into this in much detail, because 
generally I think that science should not be personal. He himself said in his book 
and in his lecture at AAAS that principles should be argued and not personal 
accusations. 


In the past year, from December 1978 to the fall of 1979, Venus probes and 
Jupiter probes have given me terrific support. 


Schadewald: They have? 


Velikovsky: Oh, yes. Actually, every point was confirmed. I claim that 
Venus is a new planet. My opposition claims that Venus is even older than the 
earth. Now, on Venus argon 36 and argon 38 in the atmosphere were 500 times 
more than expected. One record said 100 times, but whatever it is, it shows that 
Venus was born differently and very recently. Because, you see, argon 36 and 
argon 38 could only be on a newly developing, newly born planet. 


Venus is very different from the earth. Not a sister planet, very different. I 
said that near the surface would be a very hot temperature, and it is very hot; that 
there would be chemical fires, and there are chemical fires. 


Schadewald: There are chemical fires? 
Velikovsky: I claimed chemical fires. 
Schadewald: I didn’t think they were found. 


Velikovsky: They found chemical fires near the surface. This is in the 
scientific literature. Also Venus is warmer in the polar regions than in the 
equatorial regions and it is warmer on the night side than on the day side. This 
throws out the chance of any greenhouse effect. 


Schadewald: But you also predicted that Venus would be rich in 
hydrocarbon gases and petroleum. 


Velikovsky: Yes—and it is! They found methane. The scientific press did 
not widely circulate this information but they found methane and possibly more 
complicated hydrocarbons. In an exchange with Prof. Albert Burgstahler, I wrote 
that there would be methane because there would be cracking of petroleum. 


You see, my book appeared in 1950. In 1955 astronomer Fred Hoyle wrote 
that oceans of petroleum would be discovered on Venus. He did not consider that 
so hot a body would not permit oceans of liquid petroleum. I had written that 
since Venus must be hot, in my view there would be hydrocarbon as gases and 


dust. Now it was found this year. 


Schadewald: But the hydrocarbon gas comprises less than a fraction of a 
percent, a few parts per million. 


Velikovsky: Oh no! It’s said that the composition of the atmosphere below 
the clouds could be anything.4 And then it’s said that methane was found. 


I described the cracking in the book Velikovsky Reconsidered, which is made up 
of articles from Pensee. In the cracking process petroleum is reduced to smaller 
units like methane and more complex hydrocarbons are built out of this. This, in 
essence, is what is done in refineries here. 


Now that all this is confirmed, you will observe that there is not much effort 
to call attention to evidence that may support Velikovsky. 


Schadewald: But the atmosphere of Venus, according to the most recent 
report I could find, is 97 percent carbon dioxide. 


Velikovsky: Then Fred Hoyle asks you, where did the carbon dioxide come 
from? 


Schadewald: I don’t know, but... 


Velikovsky: Hoyle explained where the carbon dioxide came from. The 
atmosphere of Venus was all water and hydrocarbons; the water dissociated into 
oxygen and hydrogen, and the hydrocarbon was turned, by burning with oxygen, 
into water and carbon dioxide. The water was again dissociated into oxygen and 
hydrogen. The hydrogen escaped into space. The rest remained as carbon 
dioxide. 


Schadewald: But that would take a very long time. 


Velikovsky: Yes, supposing this would be a long-living planet. But you see, 
in 1500 BC there were inflammable hydrocarbons that burned. How long? 
Professor Burgstahler suggested that you have here a way to calculate the time, 


from how much hydrocarbon turned into carbon dioxide and how much still 
remains. Now if something remains not tumed into carbon dioxide, it was 
discovered: methane. 


Schadewald: I guess my point was that carbon dioxide on Venus, when 
Jupiter is composed of hydrogen and helium, some methane and ammonia.... 


Velikovsky: Toward the end of Worlds in Collision there is a section about 
Venus in which I claim that Venus came from Jupiter and that electrical 
discharges between methane and ammonia will produce hydrocarbons. Since 
there are electrical discharges on Jupiter too, it is quite possible that petroleum 
exists also on Jupiter. Sagan claims manna is falling on Jupiter but he won’t 
agree that manna was falling from Venus. 


Schadewald: But if the hydrocarbons burned on Venus .. . 


Velikovsky: If already all the hydrocarbons burned, then they will be all 
carbon dioxide. 


Schadewald: But where did the oxygen come from to burn it? Carbon 
dioxide is CO2 and for every atom of carbon, it takes two of oxygen to burn it. 


Velikovsky: Yes. All of this you have to reread in the section about 
hydrocarbons in Velikovsky Reconsidered. | explained there about oxygen on Venus. 


Schadewald: Yes. You know, the oxygen has to come from somewhere, to 
oxidize the hydrocarbons. 


Velikovsky: It is all explained by Fred Hoyle how oceans of hydrocarbons 
turn into carbon dioxide, where the carbon dioxide comes from, why there is not 
so much carbon dioxide on earth. 


Schadewald: You said earlier that modern students are more open to your 
ideas and now your ideas are gaining acceptance. Can we get back to that? 


Velikovsky: There are now many physicists too. People in all fields are 
following my views. 


Schadewald: About the AAAS Symposium: some people say it was a 
confrontation between you and Carl Sagan. But there were other people there 
too. One of them read a paper in favor of you, did he not? 


Velikovsky: It was Prof. Irving Michelson. It was not in favor but it showed 
what kind of kinetic energy was necessary to stop the rotation of the earth. It was 
a very small quantity. 


I wish we could finish now. More than an hour has passed. You must 
consider my age. I have to rest. 


Schadewald: Yes. Thank you very much, Dr. Velikovsky. 


Immanuel Velikovsky (photo by Robert Schadewald) 


Part II 


The Perpetual Delusion 


The Perpetual Delusion 


Introduction 


Bob’s first article that dealt with perpetual motion was actually a spoof of the 
phenomenon, which was published in Science Digest in 1978 as an April fool’s joke. 
The inventor had found a way to harness the mysterious force of gravity to 
provide an unlimited source of free, nonpolluting power. As it was written 
tongue in cheek, along with several clues, Bob thought everyone would 
automatically be in on the joke. He was amazed at how many people took the 
article seriously, and subsequently began looking through newspapers and 
magazines for current perpetual motion scams. He also had several informants 
who would alert him when they found perpetual motion stories. 


In a lecture on perpetual motion Bob described it: 


1978 was the height of the energy crisis, and perpetual motionists were coming out of 
the woodwork. One result of the Schadewald Gravity Engine spoof was that people 
started to tip me off when they heard about perpetual motion schemes. One such tip 
came in mid-1978 from physicist Al Kuhfeld, who was then with the Science Museum 


of Minnesota. Al told me that a small agricultural tabloid called Farm Show was 
promoting a “self-contained hydroelectric power system.” 


The result was that Bob (and Texas coauthor Deborah Weathers) were the 
first to expose Arnold Burke in print. 


Bob went on to publish seven magazine articles, two newspaper articles, 
and at least one book chapter on perpetual motion. In addition to this, he began 
work on a book on the subject for which he wrote several chapters. He also gave 
perpetual motion lectures to several college and skeptics groups. In so doing, 
Bob became recognized as one of the world’s (four) experts in the area of 
perpetual motion. 


I attended one of Bob’s perpetual motion lectures at Iowa State University 
(Ames). After the lecture was finished, people went up to Bob with comments 
and questions. Bob was flabbergasted when one of the students from the 
audience wanted to explain the mechanism of the perpetual motion machine he 
(the student) had developed and asked Bob’s opinion on it. Bob was not prepared 
for this, and the student was not mollified until Jack Patterson, who was 
sponsoring the lecture, stepped in. Jack offered to test the student’s machine 


once a working model was ready. 


In the course of his investigations, Bob also visited some perpetual motion 
sites. One such visit was to a collector who had a model of an historical 
perpetual motion machine, ca. 1870. According to Bob’s friend, Don Simanek 
(also recognized as an expert on perpetual motion) who went with Bob on this 
visit, the machine was a replica of John Keely’s first perpetual motion machine, 
the Hydro-Pneumatic-Pulsating-Vacu-Engine, that was owned by the Franklin 
Institute but was on loan to a private collector. 


Don recalled that visit in an e-mail to Jack Patterson dated February 9, 
2004: 


We entered the kitchen door, and there on top of the refrigerator was the Franklin 
Institute model of the Keely Hydro-Pneumatic Engine (not the original). It had been 


made at the time the Scientific American and the Franklin Institute were following 
Keely’s antics and making wry fun of the whole affair. It was all brass and copper, very 
well machined. We were allowed to move it to the kitchen table and ‘play’ with it. Then 
we took it outdoors for better light and I took some stereo pictures of it. 


The fellow had a huge library of books on the paranormal and the occult, which of 
course was heaven for Bob. We noticed some books on alchemy, and he asked us if 
we’d like to see his alchemy lab. Bob could hardly contain himself on hearing that. We 
were taken to a back room where he had glassware (alembics, pelicans, etc.) and other 
equipment he’d fabricated himself, following the old books. It was like stepping back 
into the middle ages. He said that he hadn’t yet been able to make gold, but had learned 
a lot from his experiments. It’s too bad Bob never reported on this. 


Bob seems to refer to this machine as the real thing and not a model. Who 
knows? Perhaps Don is correct, and that’s why it wasn’t still running. 


This section consists of the chapters Bob had written for a book that he 
titled The Perpetual Delusion (hence the name of the section), as well as some 
reprinted magazine articles and a few excerpts from his perpetual motion 
lectures. The chapter titled “The Idea of a Free Lunch” deals with the three laws 
of thermodynamics and how they affect the possibility of the existence of 
perpetual motion. If you find it too dry, just skim or skip to “The Keely Motor,” 
a description of America’s most successful perpetual motionist, John Ernst 
Worrell Keely. 


John Keely’s Hydro-Pneumatic-Pulsating-Vacu-Engine 
(photo by Donald Simanek) 


Chapter 3 


The Schadewald Gravity Engine 


And who, a reader might ask me, are you to be writing about perpetual 
motion? Well, it happens that I personally invented—to hell with modesty—the 
greatest, the most spectacular, awe-inspiring, downright ingenious perpetual 
motion machine ever proposed. I described it in the April 1978 issue of Science 
Digest as follows: 


“What Goes Up” ...Is Basis for a Breakthrough 


Gravity! The same mysterious force that keeps our feet on the ground and 
holds the planets in their orbits was first harnessed centuries ago. The crude 
wooden water wheels that the Romans built at natural waterfalls have given way 
to precision turbines at giant man-made dams, but the principle is unchanged. 
Using water as a conductor, energy is produced from the force of gravity. 


Falling water is scarce in many regions of the world. This shortage has led a 
few visionaries to experiment with engines designed to derive energy directly 
from gravity, without depending on water or some other intermediary. Many 
selfless individuals have devoted their lives and fortunes to this dream, only to 
be derided as cranks. It’s true that their so-called “perpetual motion machines” 
often were complicated contraptions and didn’t work very well. Also, many were 
theoretically unsound. 


Because of the past failures in the field of gravitational power, government 
energy “experts” have written it off, ignored it. While they have poured billions 
into boondoggle schemes for extracting power from ocean waves, tides, 
geothermal hot spots, and manure, they have lacked the vision to see the 
potential of gravity. 


“If I have seen farther than other men, it is because I’ve stood on the 
shoulders of giants,” said Isaac Newton. He was referring to men like Descartes 
and Galileo, who laid the foundations for his theories. Scientific breakthroughs, 
strokes of genius though they may be, always rest on foundations laid by others. 


In recent years, gravitational theorists have completed the groundwork necessary for me to make 


a major breakthrough. 


Many distinguished scientists now believe that the so-called Universal 
Gravitation Constant is not a constant at all, but is in fact constantly decreasing. 
This crucial discovery means that the acceleration of gravity on earth is 
constantly decreasing, also. Incredibly, no one seems to have recognized the 
importance of this concept for gravity engines. 


My perfected gravity engine (shown in the diagram) is so simple that you 
need not be a scientist to understand its operation. A heavy weight of mass (m) is 
attached to the periphery of a balanced wheel, and the wheel is started rotating 
with the weight at the top. As the wheel turns, the weight descends through a 
distance (h), and potential energy equal to mglh is converted to kinetic energy, 
where gl is average acceleration of gravity during the descent. As rotation 
continues, the weight again rises to the top, and mg2h kinetic energy is changed 
to potential energy. As the acceleration of gravity has decreased in the interim, 
g2 is less than g1, and there is a net gain in kinetic energy. With every revolution, 
the wheel speeds up. 


The secret of efficiently extracting energy from gravity is to keep the wheel 
spinning at a constant speed and siphon off only the excess energy gained on 
each revolution. The obvious way to accomplish this is to couple the wheel 
directly to a generator. The excess energy, converted to electricity, then can be 
fed directly into the existing power grid. 


No doubt the greatest merit of the Schadewald Gravity Engine is its 
simplicity—it has exactly one moving part. Furthermore, it will run equally well in 
either direction. These qualities make it especially suitable for use in 
underdeveloped countries which, incidentally, have been hardest hit by the 
energy crunch. 


The inventor has received absolutely no help—not even encouragement— 
from any agency, public or private, in developing this boon. He knows that the 
oil companies, coal companies, the nuclear-power industry, and all those holding 
fat grants for the development of solar power, wind power, and garbage power 
will band together and try to suppress the invention. Perhaps they will try to 
have the inventor put away again. Ultimately, the connivers will fail. Though 
they may destroy the inventor, the invention will live! 


It will live to profoundly alter the landscape of the future. Soon you will see 
row after row of Schadewald Gravity Engines, endlessly producing pollution- 
free power; hillsides covered with them; mountains, valleys, deserts, even vacant 
lots, all filled with gravity engines tirelessly pumping out electricity for the 
benefit of mankind. 


That’s right; for mankind’s benefit, not mine. I admit that, at first, I had 
visions of grasping the enormous wealth and power at my fingertips, but I prefer 
to be remembered for my magnanimity rather than my greed. 


Therefore, as of April 1st, 1978, I yield my invention to the public domain, 
that it may solve the energy crisis and bring peace and prosperity to the world. 


I ask only that my initials be inscribed on the wheel of every engine so that 
my genius may get the sort of recognition it deserves. 


Bob Schadewald 


Schadewald Gravity Engine 


(picture by Robert Schadewald) 


Science Digest illustrated the piece with a small envelope marked “Do not open 
until April 1st,” and I referred to April 1st in the text. If those references taken 
along with the grandiose and persecuted tone of the piece were not enough, you 
might think that the vision of B. S. on the wheel of every engine would make 
people suspicious. But some people can’t take a hint. 


The first phone call came late one evening, before I even knew the 
magazine was out. A gentleman from Denver called to offer me money for my 
secret, saying, “I’ve been experimenting with gravity engines for years, and I 
could never get one to work.” Somewhat stunned, I told him that the Schadewald 
Gravity Engine wouldn’t work, either, that it was only an April fool joke. He 


was plainly disappointed. 


Soon a flood of letters began to arrive, forwarded by Science Digest. About 
half of them argued that the machine couldn’t possibly work. Most of the other 
half wanted more information. A lawyer from Oklahoma sent me patent 
drawings for his machine and tried to convince me to write about it. A priest and 
a violinist lauded me for my unselfishness in giving my machine to the world 
instead of trying to make money on it. Over thirty letters came in all, plus three 
phone calls, of which two were from engineers. 


When I stumbled upon the secret of the Schadewald Gravity Engine, I 
already had a long-time interest in perpetual motion schemes. But, like most 
people, I assumed that perpetual motion was a dead letter in this enlightened day 
and age that (a) no one would take a perpetual motion scheme seriously, because 
(b) everybody knows perpetual motion is impossible. Obviously, I couldn’t have 
been more wrong. 


My experience with the Schadewald Gravity Engine brought home to me 
how easy it is to sell people on perpetual motion, even when you’re only trying 
to make them laugh. Once I began looking, I found that newspapers, magazines, 
and television news shows frequently publicize perpetual motion schemes 
though the devices are often disguised. In the following chapters, we’ll examine 
some of the modern perpetual motion schemes that I uncovered or that were 
brought to my attention by friends, as well as a few historical examples. 


Chapter 4 
The Idea of a Free Lunch 


Most people think of a perpetual motion machine as a clanking mechanical 
contraption designed to produce energy indefinitely but without consuming any. 
A classic example is a vertical wheel with pivoted weights that are supposed to 
shift so that the wheel is always heavier on one side than the other. Such 
overbalancing wheels are what scientists call “a perpetual motion machine of the 
first kind.” That’s not because of the fact that this was the first type of perpetual 
motion machine anyone tried to build. Scientists classify perpetual motion 
machines according to which law of thermodynamics they attempt to violate. 


There are three laws of thermodynamics: (1) you can’t win, (2) you can’t 
break even, and (3) you can’t get out of the game. Perhaps these laws should be 
explained a little further. 


The first law of thermodynamics is the conservation law. It says that energy 
can be neither created nor destroyed (under certain circumstances it can turn into 
matter, but we needn’t worry about that here). The classical overbalancing wheel 
attempts to produce energy from nothing. But you can’t win. 


The second law of thermodynamics is the law of entropy. It says that heat 
will spontaneously flow from a hot body to a cold one, but not the other way. 
This obvious idea has subtle consequences. It means that energy tends to 
dissipate, and much of the energy in the universe cannot be made to do useful 
work. One consequence of the second law is Carnot’s law, which severely limits 
the potential efficiency of devices (like automobile engines) designed to convert 
heat to mechanical energy. Limited efficiencies—meaning losses—are 
inevitable. You can’t break even. 


The third law of thermodynamics says that nothing can be cooled to 
absolute zero. At absolute zero, wild and wonderful things could happen, 
including 100%-efficient heat engines. But you can’t get out of the game. 


Thus we come to a scientific definition of a perpetual motion machine. It is 
a device intended to violate one of the laws of thermodynamics. No one has yet 
(to my knowledge) attempted to build a perpetual motion machine of the third 
kind, but we’ll be looking at several attempts to violate the other two laws. 
Before looking at modern schemes, let’s have a quick look at some classical 


ideas. Bear in mind that our concept of energy is modern, and early 
experimenters had no real reason to believe energy could not be created. Also, 
since perpetual motion machines of the second kind are generally heat engines, 
and the steam engine didn’t come into wide use until the late 1700s, early 
perpetual motionists all tried to create energy. 


The earliest known description of a perpetual motion machine is contained 
in Siddhanta Ciromani, a Sanscrit astronomical text that goes back to perhaps the 
fifth century AD.5 The Hindu writer proposed a wheel with a zigzag row of 
holes drilled into its outer edge. If these were half filled with mercury and then 
sealed with wax, he thought, the mercury would move in the cavities in such a 
way that, once set in motion, the wheel would keep turning. 


The Romans built mills driven by waterwheels, and their construction 
seems to have continued during the Dark Ages. By AD 1086, when England’s 
Domesday Book (a sort of census report) was written, there were 5,624 water- 
powered mills in the kingdom. This growth continued, and soon there were no 
more good mill sites left. The same phenomena took place in Europe. Could the 
dam shortage be overcome by designing a waterwheel that didn’t require an 
external source of falling water? Is it possible to design a waterwheel that will 
power a mill and also pump enough water to run itself? Many inventors hoped 
So. 


The earliest surviving description of a closed-cycle water-power system for 
a mill was written in 1525 by Strade. A similar system was proposed by the 
alchemist and occultist Robert Fluddé in 1618. Both described an overshot 
waterwheel, which would power a mill and also drive an Archimedian screw- 
type pump to transport the water back to the flume. 


Robert Fludd’s overshot wheel illustration from Dircks Perpetuum Mobile, or Search for Self-Motive 
Power 
during the 17th, 18th, and 19th Centuries. 1861. 


(from Donald Simanek’s private collection) 


In 1686, Georg Andreas Boeckler published his Theatrum Machinarum Novum, 
which described and illustrated several versions of this scheme. That no one ever 
succeeded in making such a millwork didn’t bother Boeckler or any other 
perpetual motionist. Indeed, the idea isn’t dead yet, and in a later section, we’ll 
look at a modern “self-contained hydroelectric power system.” 


Probably no idea is dearer to the hearts of perpetual motionists than the 
venerable overbalancing wheel. Overbalancing wheels vary from extremely 
simple to incredibly complex, having only one thing in common: none of them 
works. The Hindu version mentioned earlier proposed to use shifting mercury to 
produce the out-of-balance condition. There are two popular variations, rolling 
weights and mechanically shifted weights. 


One device uses shifting levers with weights on them. In such a system, 
there is always one weighted lever, which must shift at a critical time to keep the 
wheel out of balance. As the wheel slows down under a load (which might be 
nothing more than friction), it eventually reaches a speed where its momentum 
will not carry it to the point where the weight will shift of its own accord. At that 
point, it requires an input of energy to keep it going. 


There is a reason why many of the designs are so complicated. We might 
call it Schadewald’s law of perpetual motion: A perpetual motionist typically 
concocts a scheme so complicated that he can’t see why it won’t work. He then 
assumes that it will work. 


But the universe does not bend itself to our ignorance. For those who recall 
their high school physics, there is an easy way to see that such overbalancing 
wheel schemes must be flawed, even if we can’t put a finger precisely on the 
flaw. Think about any particular weight on the right side of the wheel. It has a 
certain amount of potential energy (mgh) which depends on its distance (h) from 
the center of the Earth. Ignoring the rest of the wheel, as the weight you chose 
moves downward, it gives up potential energy, which is conserved in a way that 
needn’t concern us at the moment. As the weight moves up and over the top, it 
first gains potential energy and then loses it. Eventually, the weight returns to 
precisely its original position, meaning that it is once again at a distance (h) from 
the center of the Earth. What then is its net change in potential energy for one 


revolution? Zero! And that’s precisely how much energy it can convert to useful 
work during its cycle. Unfortunately, this line of reasoning depends on the first 
law of thermodynamics or the law of conservation of energy. Perpetual 
motionists who don’t openly scorn this law simply don’t understand it. 


Whether its flaws are subtle or obvious, most people can recognize a 
perpetual motion machine of the first kind for what it is, because it purports to 
produce energy from nothing. A perpetual motion machine of the second kind is 
inherently more subtle, because it tries to recover energy that actually exists. The 
flaw in such a machine is its attempt to recover energy that cannot be recovered. 
At some point in its cycle, such a machine has to make heat flow from cold to 
hot. 


Perhaps you know that the molecules of a gas are in rapid motion and that 
gas temperature is a measure of the average velocity of its molecules. But the 
individual molecules may move much faster or slower than the average. Suppose 
you had a sealed container of air with an internal wall dividing it into two 
chambers. There is a tiny door in the wall, guarded by a little demon. When the 
demon sees a fast molecule approaching the door from the left chamber, he 
opens the door and lets it pass into the right chamber. Similarly, when he sees a 
slow molecule approaching from the right chamber, he opens the door and lets it 
go into the left chamber. Thus the demon separates the air into two reservoirs, 
one hot and the other cold. A simple engine cycle, the Stirling cycle, uses a 
difference in gas temperature to do work. Thus the gases separated by the demon 
could be used to continuously produce power in a suitable engine, creating a 
perpetual motion machine of the second kind. 


The demon in the preceding paragraph is called Maxwell’s Demon, after 
James Clerk Maxwell, the British physicist who “invented” him. There have 
been many attempts to discover devices that would act like Maxwell’s Demon— 
membranes, for instance, that would let fast (hot) molecules through only in one 
direction—but all have failed. In recent years, someone worked out a theoretical 
proof that it’s not possible to build such a demonic device. 


Unfortunately, it takes a Ph.D in physics to follow the arguments in the 
proof! 


Sadi Carnot, a French physicist, published a book on the efficiency of steam 
engines in 1824. At that time, the basic scientific laws governing the behavior of 
gases under varying temperatures and pressures were known, and also the laws 
of heat capacity and heat flow. Carnot applied the heat equations to the cycle of a 
theoretical steam engine as water was boiled into steam; and the steam expanded 


in a piston, condensed into water, and reheated, and he discovered something 
that startled him. No matter how he wiggled the equations, the maximum 
theoretical efficiency seemingly could not exceed the difference between the 
maximum and minimum temperatures of its operating cycle divided by the 
maximum temperature (in degrees above absolute zero). To get greater 
efficiency, somewhere along the line heat would have to flow from cold to hot. 
Carnot knew that was impossible. 


Carnot’s equation suggested that the steam engines of his day were of 
necessity woefully inefficient. To get an idea why, let’s put some numbers into 
the equation. Suppose a boiler of Carnot’s day could heat steam to 250°F without 
bursting, and that the condenser could be cooled to 150°F. Absolute zero is 
-459°F, so we have to add 459 to the denominator. Then: 


efficiency = (250 - 150) = 100 = .141 
(250 + 459) 709 


or just over 14%! And that’s 14% of the heat energy actually transferred to the 
water in the boiler. Much of the energy in the fuel inevitably goes up the stack 
with the smoke. 


It is said that, in his later years, Carnot came to believe that this limit was 
too pessimistic, that there had to be a way around it. But 150 years of research in 
thermodynamics have only confirmed his work, and the simple equation that so 
troubled him is now called Carnot’s law. 


Carnot’s law limits the efficiency of all heat engines that work in cycles. In 
practice, other limitations prevent practical engines from ever reaching Carnot’s 
limit. For instance, a coal-burning electric-power plant injects steam into its 
turbines at about 1,000°F and cools its condenser to about 120°F. Carnot’s law 
would allow 60% efficiency. But some energy from the coal cannot be 
transferred to the boiler and goes up the stack. The turbines’ cycles are not ideal, 
bearings and generators heat up, etc. Thus, despite millions of dollars worth of 
sophisticated engineering, the overall efficiency of a coal-burning power plant 
rarely exceeds 40%. That’s still considerably better than gasoline and diesel 
engines, which typically get about 25% and 32% efficiency respectively. 


John Ernest Worrell Keely 


Chapter 5 
The Keely Motor 


John Ernst Worrell Keely of Philadelphia was inventor of America’s most 
successful perpetual motion scheme. Keely was born in Philadelphia on 
September 3, 1837. He worked as a carpenter and general mechanic in 
adulthood, but he became wealthy selling interests in his energy machines. He 
first gained public notice in 1873, but his early claims were generally dismissed. 
True, in the winter of 1873-74, some scientific gentlemen examined some of his 
equipment without finding evidence of fraud, but skepticism remained. Keely 
convinced some of his investors that he could liberate energy by disintegrating a 
few drops of water. 


Within a few months, he formed the Keely Motor Company. Eventually, its 
capital was increased to $5,000,000, ostensibly to develop and produce his 
machines. 


Keely was six feet tall and extremely strong physically. He spoke rapidly 
and with a mixture of simple English and mysterious terms which most listeners 
found confusing. 


Keely’s work appealed to Theosophists, followers of Mme Helena Petrovna 
Blavatsky. One reason the Theosophists were so thrilled was because Keely 
loved to talk about etheric vibrations and such, and these people thought he was 
liberating a newly discovered and mystical force in nature. Indeed, the 
redoubtable Mme Blavatsky had herself endorsed Keely’s work in The Secret 
Doctrine. His most enthusiastic and faithful supporter was a poet, novelist, and 
philanthropist—Mrs. Clara Bloomfield Moore. In 1893, she published Keely and 
His Discoveries, an unabashed tribute to her hero, which contains the best exposition 
of his theories. 


Keely was famous for the demonstrations he conducted in his laboratory of 
devices like his Compound Disintegrator, Vibratory Accumulator, and so forth. 
His most beautiful device was his Hydro-Pneumatic-Pulsating-Vacu-Engine, a 
little wonder of brass and copper. Keely was obviously a skilled craftsman, and 
this device is beautifully made. The rights to the invention of this device was 
assigned to five individuals on February 24, 1872. 


The capitalization of the Keely Motor Company grew in stages. All the 


money went to Keely’s salary, to building his laboratory, and to building 
demonstration devices that ran in the lab. In 1881, the stockholders revolted. 
They wanted Keely’s scalp because he wouldn’t reveal his secret and couldn’t 
deliver a product. It was then that he was befriended by Clara Bloomfield 
Moore. 


After the fight with the stockholders, Keely invented “new” inventions, and 
he cut his old investors out of them because they had abandoned him! They took 
him to court, and they lost. 


In February 1896, Mrs. Moore sent the English physicist W. Lascelles-Scott 
to study Keely’s devices and report. A month later, he told the Franklin Institute, 
“Keely has demonstrated to me, in a way which is absolutely unquestionable, the 
existence of a force hitherto unknown.” 


Another physicist proposed a crucial experiment, and Keely refused to do 
it. Mrs. Moore finally lost confidence in him and virtually cut off his support in 
May 1896. 


Keely died on November 18, 1898. The Keely Motor Company 
immediately took possession of his premises and started investigating. They 
discovered the house lined with compressed air lines and also rotating shafts 
which Keely could bring into play with concealed switches and valves. He also 
had a huge windup spring, which powered some of his devices. He had false 
floors and false ceilings in the house to conceal the power shafts and air lines. 


Mrs. Moore died the following year. 


Most of Keely’s equipment has long since vanished or has been dismantled 
or scrapped. One of Keely’s earliest devices, his Hydro-Pneumatic-Pulsating- 
Vacu-Engine, still survives in the hands of a private collector. Some years ago, 
physicist Don Simanek and I spent a pleasant afternoon with this gentleman. The 
owner is a man of many parts—a salvage dealer by profession; an occultist, 
alchemist, and Magus by avocation; and a natural raconteur. He is convinced that 
Keely was really onto something, and that many of his other machines lie hidden 
in a secret and well-guarded vault, probably in Philadelphia. However that may 
be, the Hydro-Pneumatic-Pulsating-Vacu-Engine unquestionably existed on a 
shelf in his library. It is a marvel of carefully machined and fitted metal. We 
dusted it off a bit and hauled it out into his front yard for a better look. Despite 
some accumulated tarnish, its brass and copper gleamed brilliantly in the 
sunlight. Alas, the device only sat there. The owner confessed that he was unable 
to make it work, and he asked us to help him refurbish it and get it operating 
again. We had to decline. 


Chapter 6 
Jeremiah 33:3 


Arnold Burke 


A Temple, Texas, inventor designed a self-contained hydroelectric power system he called Jeremiah 33:3. 
A short muscular man with a penchant for weaponry, Burke then wore an eye patch, and he told 
reporters he lost the eye in one of the dozens of explosions he experienced with another invention, a 
nitrogen-oxygen engine. (He told his insurance company he lost use of the eye to a chip from a lathe, 


and he collected $250,000. A Pentecostal Christian, Burke abandoned the eye patch after a miraculous 
healing.) 


As mentioned earlier, one of the oldest perpetual motion schemes was an 
attempt to make a waterwheel pump its own water while also providing an 
energy output. Would anybody try that in our enlightened twentieth century? 
Wanna buy a “self-contained hydroelectric power system”? Sometime late in 
1977, Mid America Dairymen Inc., one of the nation’s largest dairy co-ops, put 
up a reported $150,000 for a one-third interest in such a system. 


Inventor Arnold Burke came to Mid Am’s attention through a magazine 
article about an engine we’ll discuss in chapter 7. Briefly, he claimed to have a 
94-horsepower engine, which used a special catalyst to burn oxygen and 
nitrogen, recycling the exhaust gases, and burning them again and again. When a 
Mid Am representative approached him about the engine, however, Burke said 
that it needed a lot of development work. Then he started talking about his 
hydroelectric system, which he said could be ready for the market in a very short 
time. 


Picture a 100-gallon water tank mounted on an 18-foot tower. Water flows 
down from the tank through the coils of an amplification unit and into a small 
water turbine. The turbine drives a generator, producing electricity to charge a 
battery pack, which in turn powers a solid state 120-volt AC converter. 
Discharge water from the turbine flows into a self-acting pump, which then pumps 
the water back up into the tank without using any energy! 


Mid Am officials thought that such a system would be the answer to 
farmers’ soaring electricity bills. Burke claimed that, retailing for about $1,500, 


the system could produce 1,500 (later revised to 3,000) kilowatt-hours per month 
at a cost of only 50 cents a month for bearing grease. He claimed that the key to 
the system, the self-acting pump, was something he’d invented years before to 
drain a gold mine in Colorado. The rest of the components could be purchased 
off the shelf. He didn’t have a prototype, but with a laboratory and a little seed 
money... 


Redel Inc. was organized with Armold Burke president, chairman of the 
board, and majority stockholder. Burke built a laboratory in Temple, Texas, and 
began work on a prototype. 


Mid America Dairymen wanted to keep a low profile while the system was 
in the developmental stage, but that was not Armold Burke’s way. Burke sought 
out local television personalities and writers who could give him publicity. Steve 
Prentice, a Texas writer, did several enthusiastic stories for national farm 
periodicals. One of these, in Farm Show magazine, came to my attention in August 
1978. 


Since I live about 1,200 miles from Temple, Texas, I began doing what 
investigation I could by phone. Through a stroke of luck, I made contact with a 
Texas journalist, Deborah Weathers, and interested her in the story. She 
interviewed Arnold Burke, “admired” his machine, and gathered background 
information. By November 1978, we had the real story of the “self-contained 
hydroelectric power system,” only to discover that nobody cared! 


We finally sold a carefully worded article to the Minneapolis Star for less 
than our long-distance expenses. In the story, we gently suggested that the “self- 
contained hydroelectric power system” might not be all that Mid Am hoped it 
would be. I also called Mid Am and gave them some information I couldn’t (and 
still can’t) print. 


As an exposé, our story fell flat. I got letters from two people who wanted 
me to examine and write about their machines, and a nasty phone call from Mid 
America Dairymen informing me that I had “done them wrong” and that they 
still had full confidence in Mr. Burke and his machine! 


By this time, it was some months since Arnold Burke had promised to 
deliver a “proof of concept” model of the machine to Mid America Dairymen’s 
Springfield, Missouri, plant. This device, sealed so as not to reveal the secret of 
the “self-acting” pump to Mid Am personnel, was supposed to be set up in the 
middle of the plant and started operating. Then Burke would leave, and the 
machine would put out its rated power for thirty days without anyone touching 
it. 


But instead of a proof of concept model, Mid Am got nothing but excuses 
from Burke. For a machine that was supposedly being built mostly from off the 
shelf parts, it seemed to take an eternity to finish. Finally, after several months of 
delays, Burke and Mid Am parted company, and Burke began telling people he 
would never again deal with big companies. 


The Texas attorney general’s office looked into Burke’s relationship with 
Mid Am in 1978, but since Texas consumer laws don’t protect corporations, they 
dropped the investigation. After the break with Mid Am, however, Burke began 
selling distributorships for his device to individual investors. In November 1979, 
the Texas attorney general filed a civil action alleging that Burke and his 
associates had collected $800,000 in licensing fees under false pretenses and 
asking for an injunction prohibiting further marketing of the machine. 


By this time, the device was no longer just a “self-contained hydroelectric 
power system.” Burke had christened it Jeremiah 33:3, claiming that this Bible 
verse—“Call unto me, and I will answer thee, and shew thee great and mighty 
things, which thou knowest not”—was his inspiration for inventing the machine. 
Many of Burke’s Bible belt investors were as impressed by his piety as by his 
mechanical ingenuity. 


The trial of Jeremiah aroused tremendous public interest in Belton County, 
Texas, and the courtroom was packed with Burke’s investors and supporters. 
Here, his flair for publicity stood him in good stead. At one point, he pulled a 
flatbed truckload of machine components up in front of the courthouse, and 
court convened in the lawn for a demonstration. Jeremiah, however, remained in 
the lab. Burke refused to reveal Jeremiah’s secret, and his attorneys vigorously 
resisted a motion to have a court-appointed expert examine it. They lost. 


On Wednesday, December 19, 1979, a court-appointed engineer began 
taking Jeremiah’s pulse with an amplified stethoscope. He concentrated on a 
metal box in the lower tank of the machine, which Burke refused to open on the 
grounds that it would reveal his yet-unpatented secrets. In the course of the 
examination, assistant attorney general Roy Smithers found a concealed wire 
leading from the machine’s upper reservoir. 


From then on, it was all downhill for Jeremiah. Followed in one direction, 
the wire led via a circuitous route to a battery pack concealed under a bunk in an 
adjoining room. In the other, it led to an electric pump concealed in Jeremiah’s 
guts. Arnold Burke was arrested on the spot. 


The next day, the court froze his assets and issued an injunction prohibiting 
him from further marketing the machine. But many of Burke’s investors did not 


lose faith. They insisted that Burke had only installed the electric pump to 
prevent the court-appointed expert from discovering the real secret of the 
machine! The attorney general had difficulty finding someone to sign a 
complaint, but two investors finally did so in early January, and Burke was 
indicted on two counts of theft of over $10,000. Eventually, there were six more 
indictments on the same charge. The attorney general added two counts of 
perjury, based on Burke’s testifying under oath that Jeremiah required no 
external source of power. 


Arnold Burke’s first trial, on one count of fraud, began in late May 1980 
with the courtroom in Belton, Texas, reportedly packed with his admirers. It 
ended with the jury hung 11-1 for conviction. During the trial, Burke’s 
supporters raised another $250,000 and bought out disgruntled investors for 
$0.66 on the dollar! 


The futures of Arnold Burke and Jeremiah remain clouded. At this writing 
(August 23, 1980), Burke is scheduled for retrial in September. He insists that he 
will be vindicated. His assets are no longer frozen, although he is still enjoined 
from selling any further interests in the machine. He is reportedly hard at work 
in his laboratory, making improvements in Jeremiah’s design. 


Arnold Burke (from Donald Simanek’s private collection, 


photo by Steve Prentice) 


Chapter 7 


You Joo Can Get 200 MPG in 
Your Sherman Tank 


(Similar to “Energy for Free,” smw Journai, Number 1/81) 


Wouldn’t you like to have a car that would run on water? How about one 
that would run on nitrogen and oxygen and recycle its own exhaust? Either 
would be cheap to run and would produce essentially no pollution. Or what 
about a carburetor that will let you get 50-100 miles per gallon with a luxury 
car? 


Ever since the first automobile was built, drivers, mechanics, and engineers 
have struggled to control fuel costs. When fuel was relatively cheap (or drivers 
relatively wealthy) there was less concern. They could shrug their shoulders and 
say philosophically that you don’t get something for nothing. 


In these days of escalating fuel costs, automotive engineers struggle against 
the conflicting restraints imposed by the need for reasonable power, the need for 
fuel economy, restrictive pollution standards, and—most relentless of all—the 
laws of thermodynamics. But there has always been a certain type of engineer 
who either scoffs at the laws of thermodynamics or claims to know how to get 
around them. After years of relative inactivity in this area, the energy shortage 
has brought these engineers out of the woodwork again. Many people don’t 
realize that such claims all involve perpetual motion. 


As we have seen, a perpetual motion machine isn’t necessarily an 
overbalancing wheel. Indeed, it need only be something that purports to defeat 
either of the first two laws of thermodynamics. In automotive applications, 
perpetual motion might be a magical engine, which requires a very small amount 
of an exotic fuel; a more or less conventional engine, which somehow gets 
incredibly high mileage from gasoline; or a cheap, exotic fuel supposed to run in 
conventional engines. The magic engines are perpetual motion machines of the 
first kind, the impossibly efficient engines are perpetual motion machines of the 
second kind, and the magic fuels are hard to classify. I propose to leave the 
classification of magic fuels to the reader, and merely tell a couple stories. 


The following inventions or ideas all are supposed to be answers to the gas 


shortage and all run afoul of the laws of thermodynamics. It’s only fitting that 
we begin with one of the mainstays of American automotive folklore, the liquid 
(or powder) that can be mixed with water to make high-grade fuel. Such 
substances have been demonstrated. Or at least certain investors thought they 
saw them demonstrated. 


Louis Enricht 


In the spring of 1916, a seventy-year-old inventor named Louis Enricht 
caused a sensation by claiming to have a car that would run on water and a small 
amount of a greenish liquid. Newsmen flocked to see Enricht, and so did 
potential investors. Rumors flew. The powers of industry were (or were said to 
be) interested in the system—Hudson Maxim, Standard Oil, Thomas Edison, 
Henry Ford. The latter actually traveled to New York and saw the invention for 
himself. 


To a privileged few, Enricht gave a simple demonstration. He had a car with 
a small fuel tank mounted near the engine and with a direct line from the engine 
to the carburetor. He would fill the tank with water and add a vial of his secret 
liquid. Then he would open a petcock on the carburetor and let onlookers sample 
the fuel mixture there to assure themselves that the water actually flowed to the 
carburetor. Then he’d start the car up and let people drive it for themselves. All 
were impressed by its power and by how smoothly it ran. 


Enricht claimed that his secret was a simple chemical substance, cheap 
enough so that you could make fuel with it for a cent a gallon. He said that it 
liberated hydrogen from the water, and the car engine burned the hydrogen. 
Skeptics noted that it takes exactly as much energy to liberate hydrogen from 
water as hydrogen liberates when it burns. If Enricht’s substance actually 
existed, it would somehow violate the first law of thermodynamics (conservation 
of energy). They all considered it impossible. 


Nonetheless, at one time, it appeared that Ford and Maxim Munitions 
Corporation were vying for control of the substance. Maxim Co. even issued a 
press release claiming to have closed a contract with Enricht. Something 
happened overnight because they hastily withdrew the claim the next day. 
Apparently, they heard from Dr. M. R. Hutchinson, an engineer who worked for 
Thomas Edison. Dr. Hutchinson had seen a similar engine demonstrated a few 
years before and had duplicated its performance by dissolving acetylene in 
acetone and then dissolving the acetone in water. The mixture burned, but it 
corroded the cylinders badly. 


No one will ever know exactly how Enricht did it. Later, however, he 
promoted another scheme in which he claimed to convert peat into gasoline right 
in the car. Investors traced the gasoline line, not to the peat box, but to a hidden 
gas tank. 


Guido Franch 


From shortly after World War IT until the late 1970s, Guido Franch of Villa 
Park, Illinois, sold interests in a revolutionary fuel. Franch performed a simple 
demonstration for potential investors, apparently mixing a little green powder 
with water to make a potent liquid which he called MOTA (“atom” spelled 
backward) fuel. Stunned witnesses instinctively reached for their checkbooks, 
and Guido would offer them a 1% interest for $1,000. Large-scale production 
was always just around the corner, and Guido always needed another couple 
thousand dollars to get the project rolling. But there was never any progress, 
probably because according to testimony at his trial, Franch’s demonstration 
involved more prestidigitation than chemistry. On March 26, 1980, the seventy- 
year-old man was convicted of mail fraud and ordered to perform twenty hours 
of community service a week for five years. 


Arnold Burke 


The nitrogen-oxygen engine was built in Abilene, Texas, by inventor 
Arnold Burke, who completed it in 1976. Burke convinced two Abilene 
businessmen that he had a special catalyst, which would cause nitrogen and 
oxygen to burn in its presence, and they financed development of the engine. 
According to Burke, the V-8 engine burns a 50-50 mixture of nitrogen and 
oxygen. It has no carburetor, no ignition system, no cooling system, and when its 
recycling system is installed, emits no exhaust. A reporter who examined the 
engine in 1978 noted that it ran with a quiet hiss. Burke said it could run for 36 
hours under a full load on only $12.00 worth of nitrogen and oxygen and about 
$0.50 worth of catalyst every 100 hours. But when the exhaust recycling system 
is hooked up, it uses the nitrogen and oxygen over and over again. 


The engine didn’t begin receiving publicity until after Burke moved to 
Temple, Texas, in late 1976. A short muscular man, Burke then wore an eye 
patch, saying that he lost the eye in one of 112 explosions that occurred during 
the development of the engine. He and his engine were featured in several Texas 
newspapers and also in some national farm magazines. 


“My idea is to build [an engine] that can be put into a standard car, and sell 


it to someone else for marketing,” he told a reporter in May 1977. “Detroit can 
build a car around the engine. I don’t want this idea bought up by some oil 
company and kept off the market. I want it made available to the public.” 


Shortly after that, however, Burke himself put the engine project on the 
back burner so that he could concentrate on his other invention, a small self- 
contained hydroelectric power plant which would allow farmers to generate their 
own electricity for about $0.50 per month. As we have seen, Jeremiah 33:3 
didn’t work out very well. 


It’s difficult to understand how the nitrogen-oxygen engine could produce 
power since when nitrogen and oxygen combine, they absorb energy rather than 
releasing it. If anyone ever asked Burke about this, his answer was not recorded. 


Tom Ogle 


Who hasn’t heard of the good old 50- (or 100-) mile-per-gallon carburetor? 
Generally, the narrator of this story describes how a friend of a friend of a friend 
bought a new luxury car and soon discovered that it got amazing gas mileage, 
about triple what he expected. One day, he got a call from the dealer, who told 
him that there had been a mistake. His car was equipped with an experimental 
carburetor which should never have left the factory. The car owner was then 
bribed (or browbeaten) into returning the car to the dealer for adjustments; after 
which, it got the same mileage as normal cars the same size. The narrator then 
delivers a diatribe about how the automobile companies and the oil companies 
collude to defraud consumers and so on. 


To some, the 50 mpg carburetor is a matter of faith. Skeptics note that the 
second law of thermodynamics makes it highly unlikely. It’s also suspicious that, 
if you try to track down the friend of a friend of a friend, you typically run into a 
dead end. There have been other 50- (or 100-) mpg carburetors which were 
easier to track down. Consider the Oglemobile. 


As it turned out, the Oglemobile was also a dead end, but not in the same 
way. It was April 30, 1977, when twenty-four-year-old Tom Ogle ostentatiously 
drained the gas tank of his 1970 Ford Galaxie and poured in two gallons of gas. 
Then he and a carload of reporters drove from El Paso, Texas, to Deming, New 
Mexico, and back. The round trip was over 200 miles, and there was still gas left 
when they returned. Getting over 100 miles per gallon with a 4,608-lb. car was 
big news, and the reporters treated it accordingly. 


Ogle’s Ford had a maze of hoses and other paraphernalia under the hood. 
He claimed that his invention eliminated the carburetor and used a fuel- 


vaporization system, which fed fuel vapor directly into the cylinders. He said his 
system used all, or nearly all, of the energy available in gasoline. What is more, 
he claimed that it emitted no pollution. 


The skeptics rose immediately, led by El Paso physicist Robert Levy. 
According to Levy’s calculations, even if the Ford had been able to use 100% of 
the energy in the gasoline, it could not have made better than about 87 miles per 
gallon. Levy suspected that there had been more than two gallons of gas in the 
car at the beginning of the test, and challenged Ogle to repeat the feat, weighing 
the car at the beginning and end of the trip. Ogle refused. He claimed that his 
company, Ogle Fuel Systems, would have the device on the market within a year 
for about $100 per unit. 


Instead, Ogle licensed his invention to Advanced Fuel Systems Inc. of 
Seattle, Washington. By December 1978, the Securities and Exchange 
Commission had Advanced Fuel Systems in court for allegedly selling 
unregistered securities and failing to disclose pertinent data to buyers of stock. 
Among other allegations, the SEC charged that investors were told that the 1977 
test yielded over 100 miles per gallon. “As to that test,’ reads the SEC 
complaint, “while two gallons of gasoline had in fact been poured into the 
vehicle, and the vehicle had traveled 200 miles, the defendants knew or should 
have known and failed to disclose to investors that there was a pre-existing 
volume of gasoline already in the vehicle, which was not considered when the 
mileage was calculated.” Representatives of Advanced signed an agreement 
consenting to cease selling securities while neither admitting nor denying the 
charges. 


Ogle eventually died in a suicide. The 200-mpg carburetor never died. 


And so it goes. At this moment, somebody somewhere is sticking money 
into a perpetual motion scheme. Not all those who propose revolutionary engines 
or fuels end up in court. Not all of those who are convicted or who sign consent 
agreements are necessarily insincere. Many actually believe that they can beat 
the laws of thermodynamics, and if they cheat, they convince themselves that 
they’re only doing what’s necessary to raise funds to continue their work. 


Nor do investors lack faith. When Rory Johnson (inventor of the Magnatron engine 
discussed in chapter 9, ed.) was battling the state of Illinois, some of his investors 
made irate calls to the attorney general’s office, accusing them of trying to 
suppress an important invention. In spite of the evidence that came out at his 
trial, many people still believe that Guido Franch can turn water into gasoline. 


Chapter 8 


The Attraction of Magnetism 


«Amazing New Motor Powered Only by Permanent Magnets,” says the 


cover of the Spring 1980 issue of Science and Mechanics magazine. “15-Hp Output 
Drives 5000-Watt Home Generator.” The cover illustration shows a cutaway 
view of the marvelous magnetic motor, which is connected to a generator by a V- 
belt. The device is a classical perpetual motion machine of the first kind. 


When I first began reading the Science and Mechanics article about the magnetic 
motor, I suspected that it was a sophisticated parody. Howard Johnson, inventor 
of the marvelous motor, makes the obligatory attack on scoffing scientists and 
then suggests that his device might derive its energy from a “previously 
unnamed atomic particle.” But neither Johnson nor writer Jorma Hyypia is 
kidding. Indeed, U.S. Patent #4,151,431, issued to Johnson after a long battle 
with the patent office, protects the principle of the device. 


“Principle” is the key word here, for the motor shown on the cover and first 
page of the article doesn’t exist. Instead, Howard Johnson has some crude 
devices which he claims illustrate the principle by which such a motor could be 
built. The models consist of arrays of permanent magnets held together with 
“sticky tape and aluminum foil.” 


Two of the devices are linear arrays. The more sophisticated of these has 
the magnets mounted below a horizontal section of model railway track. A 
model flatcar carrying magnets and a weight forms the moving part of the 
device. According to Hyypia, “The weight is needed to help keep the vehicle on 
the track, against the powerful magnetic forces that would otherwise push it 
askew.” When he placed the car on the track, Hyypia could “feel the powerful 
magnetic forces at work.” The little car zipped off the end of the track when he 
let go. 


Johnson also had a device made of vertically mounted magnets arranged in 
a circle on a turntable. When a handheld focusing magnet is positioned inside the 
circle, the device begins rotating. Hyypia writes that, for the demonstration, he 
held the focusing magnet at least four inches away from the ring magnets. When 
the focusing magnet was reversed, the turntable rotated in the opposite direction. 


Besides the photographs of these three devices, the article contains a 
drawing of yet another device, slightly different. Thin, wide magnets are 
mounted south pole down to a high permeability support plate. These stator 
magnets, mounted in a linear array, have spaces between them which 
(confusingly) vary in different parts of the illustration. An arcuate armature 
magnet is shown moving above them from right to left with the “complex 
magnetic forces interacting to create off-balance effects.” There follows a table 
of field strengths between the poles of the armature magnet and the stator 
magnets in various positions. The table also shows a “constant off balance 
situation,” according to its caption. 


This last device, with its support plate bent into a ring, is essentially what is 
shown on the cover of the magazine. It is the magnetic analog of the classical 
overbalancing wheel. 


Since I personally invented the paradigm of overbalancing wheels, and the 
Schadewald Gravity Engine is both simpler and theoretically sounder than the 
magnetic motor, I decided to bring it to the attention of Joseph Daffron, editor of 
Science and Mechanics. | sent him a copy of my article, but he returned it with a 
bemused note. 


Nearly three months later, assuming that the roof must have fallen in on 
Science and Mechanics aS a result of their endorsement of a perpetual motion 
machine, I called to verify my suspicions. I was in for a surprise. Associate 
editor Stephen Wagner informed me that their writer, Jorma Hyypia, was a 
former research scientist, and they were confident in his judgment that nothing 
was amiss. He said they intended to publish a follow-up on Johnson’s device as 
soon as there was something to report. 


On May 5, 1980, I finally reached Howard Johnson by phone. Among other 
things, I asked him how long he thought the motor he was proposing would run. 
He replied that there seemed to be no sign of deterioration in the magnets he had 
experimented with. What does that have to do with anything? 


“Some folks have come up with the idea that you can only get as much 
energy out of a magnet as it took to magnetize it,” Johnson told me. “I don’t 
think that has anything to do with it. The energy you’re using is not the energy 
you used to magnetize it. You’re using the energy of the electron spins, which 
were already spinning before you did anything. You only aligned them.” 


But doesn’t the whole idea smack of a free lunch? 


“We don’t advertise any free lunches,” he said, “and we don’t advertise 


perpetual motion, either. Because that’s a term you only use when you want to 
insult somebody. When you talk about nuclear energy, you don’t hesitate to 
believe that it lasts for a long time. This isn’t any more remote than that.” 


Apparently there are manufacturers who don’t consider it remote. Though 
he doesn’t deal with individuals, Johnson is already licensing his invention to 
corporations. He won’t name names, but he told me that he was considering a 
down payment of $5 million offered by one potential licensee. 


“T think some of the companies getting under way will be merchandising 
within eighteen months,” he said. “Some of that depends on how fast they can 
get the proper kind of magnets so that it won’t be prohibitively expensive. 
Motor-generator sets will probably be the first thing.” 


Whether Johnson likes it or not, his motor is a magnetic analog of the 
classical overbalancing wheel. Indeed, the article about it includes a table of 
field strengths between the poles of the armature magnets and the stator magnets 
of the proposed motor which purports to show a “constant off-balance situation.” 
If tapping an essentially endless source of electron spin energy seems like magic, 
Johnson might cite Clarke’s law: a sufficiently advanced technology is 
indistinguishable from magic. But I would turn that around. Until Johnson 
demonstrates a working motor—which will be the day after hell freezes over—I 
suggest that instead we have an illustration of Schadewald’s law: A perpetual 
motionist designs a machine sufficiently complicated that he can’t understand 
why it won’t work; he then assumes that it will work. 


The day such a motor-generator set goes on the market, I will eat my best 
shirt without catsup. I will also take out a full page ad in Skeptical Inquirer, the 
magazine that first published this criticism of the device, apologizing for my 
rejection of Johnson’s invention and my acceptance of the first law of 
thermodynamics. 


Meanwhile, I don’t profess to know how Johnson’s models work. Jorma 
Hyppia’s description of the forces encountered in placing the car on the linear 
track suggests that doing so puts energy into the system. It is therefore not 
surprising that the car takes off when released. As for the rotating array of 
magnets, I can’t offer an opinion without examining it. 


Magnetically powered perpetual motion machines are, of course, old hat. 


Kenyon Alternator 


Another device that attempts to use magnets to tap a mysterious energy 


source is the Kenyon Alternator, invented by Dr. Keith Kenyon, personal 
physician of former Los Angeles mayor Sam Yorty. The Kenyon Alternator is an 
alternating-current generator, which reverses the roles of the usual components. 
Instead of rotating coils of wire in a magnetic field, it has permanent magnets 
mounted on the periphery of a wheel and rotates them in an array of coils. 
According to numbers developed at a press conference and demonstration on 
March 22, 1979, it can put out 26% more electricity than it uses. 


The Kenyon Alternator was being developed by Solar World, a Glendale, 
California, producer of wind turbines and other alternative energy devices. The 
press conference, held on Solar World premises, was organized according to the 
“Hollywood hype” principle. Former mayor Yorty and ventriloquist Paul 
Winchell were present. Former astronaut Gordon Cooper was supposed to be 
there (according to press releases), but he didn’t show up. Representatives of 
five television stations and several radio stations and newspapers were there. 
Notably absent were the scientists and engineers who supposedly endorsed the 
principle of the device. The sole exception was Bruce DePalma (brother of film 
producer Brian DePalma), who claims to be a former physics professor from 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 


At the press conference, the Kenyon Alternator was turned by a 5- 
horsepower motor, and it put out enough electricity to light a panel of 100 
lightbulbs. Solar World had instruments hooked up to the motor and the 
alternator, monitoring their voltage and amperage. Calculations based on these 
readings were posted on a blackboard. They purportedly showed the motor to be 
using 5,936 watts while the generator put out 7,512 watts. A nice trick if you can 
do it. 


The next issue of the Terra Bella News devoted a page and half to the press 
conference. Dick Palmquist, editor and owner of the paper, seems to be one of 
the foremost promoters of the Kenyon Alternator. Palmquist denies that the 
device is a perpetual motion machine, claiming that it doesn’t create energy. He 
quoted Dr. Kenyon as saying, “The most likely source of the energy is from one 
of the breakdown products of a nuclear reaction, a component of beta radiation, 
the neutrino.” At least the particle has a name. 


Robert Gillette, a reporter for the Los Angeles Times, WaS unimpressed. He 
reported that while Yorty and other celebrities were enthusiastic, scientists 
(except for DePalma) were not. Checking with MIT, Gillette was told that 
DePalma was a former employee, but had never been on the faculty. Electrical 
engineering professor Peter Campbell of USC, said the Kenyon Alternator is 


merely a disc armature motor, something he’d done a lot of work on. But he 
didn’t accept Kenyon’s claims, nor had he ever agreed to “evaluate the 
evidence,” as the Solar World publicity release claimed. Other scientists 
mentioned in connection with the device were similarly embarrassed. One who 
had examined it called it “incredibly crude” and said the instruments used to 
monitor it were “prehistoric.” Indeed, the “secret” of the Kenyon Alternator 
seems to lie in the instruments and the way they are used to monitor it. 


An alternating current flows first in one direction, then the other, with the 
“average” current being zero. Likewise, the voltage varies from negative to 
positive, with the “average” voltage zero. Therefore, instruments designed to 
measure AC voltage and amperage measure something else, something called 
“rms” (root mean square) voltage and amperage. You don’t have to worry about 
exactly what that means, but understand this: such instruments are only accurate 
for sinusoidal waveforms like those put out by conventional generators. If the 
output of the Kenyon Alternator isn’t a sine wave, the instrument readings aren’t 
trustworthy, and all bets are off. Furthermore, calculations of power must 
consider “power factor,” which is related to phase relationship between voltage 
and current. While the Solar World calculations considered the advertised (not 
measured) power factor of the drive motor, they apparently didn’t consider the 
power factor of the Kenyon Alternator itself. 


The acid test, of course, would be to hook the output of the Kenyon 
Alternator up to the input of the motor that drives it. Dr. Kenyon and his 
associates are aware of this, and talk of building a Kenyon motor for the 
experiment. But they don’t seem to be in any hurry to perform this obvious and 
crucial test. 


Chapter 9 


You Want Really 
Advanced Technology? 


The Magnatron engine was supposed to be electric, powered by a chemical 
reaction between deuterium (an isotope of hydrogen) and the metal gallium. 
Inventor Rory C. Johnson, founder and president of Magnatron, claimed that his 
engine could produce 525 horsepower, and that it could carry a heavy car about 
110,000 miles on a charge of 17 ounces of deuterium and an ounce and a half of 
gallium. In doing so, he said, it would emit absolutely no pollution. In 1977, 
Johnson told a reporter that the prototype in his laboratory had the equivalent of 
271,000 miles on it. He said that he had orders for 61,000 of the engines and that 
he would soon begin production. Investors scrambled to buy distributorships. 


Johnson was never very clear on how his motor developed its energy. At 
first, he claimed that it used a chemical reaction between deuterium and gallium. 
Later, he described the reaction as nuclear fusion caused by a “prism laser,” 
whatever that is. In the end, he compromised. In April 1979, he told a reporter 
from the Chicago Sun-Times that his motor used a laser to produce electrical energy 
from the nuclear fusion of “reprocessed deuterium and gallium.” But then he 
said, “This is not thermonuclear fusion. It is similar to the recombinant process 
by which you put hydrogen and oxygen together to make water, and is just as 
safe. No nuclear radiation is involved.” 


Johnson also told reporters and prospective investors that he was a former 
research scientist with a Ph.D in particle physics. He said that he had held 
positions with several large corporations—Motorola, General Electric, Le 
Tourneau Westinghouse Inc.—and with NASA. Besides being a physicist, he 
claimed that he was an electrical engineer and a journeyman machinist and that 
he held over one hundred patents. 


From the beginning, skeptics—including every scientist asked for an 
opinion—claimed it would never work. Indeed, no one ever saw it do anything 
but run in a laboratory, though Johnson insisted it had been tested in a 1974 
Buick Electra. Also, production was always just around the comer, but it never 
happened. Nonetheless, Johnson and his engine continued to draw attention from 
the investing public and journalists. By late April 1979, they were also drawing 


attention from the ever-skeptical Consumer Protection Division of the Illinois 
attorney general’s office. 


Investors had been putting up $25,000 apiece for distributorships. The 
Consumer Protection Division went to court, alleging that Johnson was 
misleading them. For instance, Massachusetts Institute of Technology had no 
records of Johnson ever attending, let alone graduating. Also, according to 
employment records, Johnson never worked in the research divisions of 
Motorola, General Electric, or Le Tourneau Westinghouse, nor did he ever work 
for NASA. The attorney general’s office suspected that his engine didn’t work 
either and demanded a demonstration. Johnson refused to cooperate, and, in June 
1979, the court granted a temporary restraining order prohibiting him from 
selling more interests or doing other business until he provided certain 
information. Johnson was intransigent, and so was the court. Unable to do 
business in Illinois, Johnson moved to California, where he gathered new 
supporters. The story ended abruptly on April 9, 1980, when Rory Johnson 
suddenly died of a heart attack. 


Fuel of the Future 


About 90% of the atoms in the universe are hydrogen. The Earth is mostly 
composed of heavier elements, but there are about 180 quadrillion tons of 
hydrogen just in the waters of the ocean. To two groups of people, this hydrogen 
represents a tremendous fuel resource. Those working to make hydrogen fusion 
power a reality know that about .0156% of all hydrogen atoms are “heavy 
hydrogen”—deuterium—which is the fuel of fusion reactors. Others who see in 
the oceans a sea of energy are perpetual motionists. 


For those who think the hydrogen in the ocean is a great source of energy, I 
have some good news and some bad news. The good news is that hydrogen 
really is an incredibly powerful fuel. Pound for pound, it is the most powerful 
chemical fuel there is, which is why it was used to fuel the Saturn V rocket. The 
bad news is that the hydrogen in the oceans has already been burned! Water is 
oxidized hydrogen, as valuable a fuel as wood ashes. 


“But,” I hear someone saying, “you can recover the hydrogen from the 
water by electrolysis and burn it again.” 


Yup. John Lorenzen, an Iowa farmer and inventor, has tried to do just that. 
Lorenzen has a unit that uses electricity to dissociate water into hydrogen and 
oxygen. No problem: electrolysis is a well-known and simple process. Lorenzen 
wants to convert an automobile engine to run on hydrogen. No problem: kits are 


available. Lorenzen wants to use electricity from the car’s alternator to produce 
hydrogen to run the car. Now there’s a problem! 


Perhaps an old story about how to get rich selling cat skins will show 
what’s wrong. The idea is to raise cats and rats. You feed some of the rats to cats. 
Then you skin the cats and sell the furs, feeding the cat carcasses to the 
remaining rats. And so it goes. The cats and rats reproduce, and you feed the rats 
to the cats and the cats to rats. Thus you get an endless supply of cat skins for 
nothing! Right? 


Both the cat farm and Lorenzen’s hydrogen scheme fail because of the laws 
of thermodynamics. The first law (conservation of energy) says that it takes 
precisely aS Much energy to dissociate water into hydrogen and oxygen as you 
would get back by burming the hydrogen and oxygen. The second law says the 
car engine will waste some of that energy. Therefore Lorenzen’s system would 
consume rather than produce energy. (Cat farms get you into chemical 
thermodynamics, which is much more complicated, but the principles are the 
same.) 


John Lorenzen isn’t seeking investors to back his scheme, and perhaps he 
hasn’t sought the publicity he’s received. If he tries to put the components of his 
system together, he will quickly discover that the alternator can’t produce 
enough electricity to produce enough hydrogen to run the engine to turn the 
alternator to produce electricity ... Well, you get the idea. 


The Newman Energy Machine 


Joseph Westley Newman, an inventor from Lucedale, Mississippi, first got 
national attention on January 9, 1984, when Dan Rather of CBS News gave a brief 
report on his “energy machine.” The Newman Energy Machine is a direct- 
current electric motor that differs from conventional dc motors in several 
respects. (For one thing, it runs on very high voltage and very low amperage.) In 
his patent application filed in 1979, Newman called it an “Energy Generation 
System Having Higher Energy Output than Input.” Indeed, Newman has claimed 
that the motor’s efficiency is as high as 800%. After a long battle, the patent 
office refused to grant a patent, saying the device “smacks of a perpetual motion 
machine.” Newman filed suit. 


Newman’s case first went to court in mid-1984. After some wrangling, 
Judge Thomas Jackson appointed a “special master,” electrical engineer and 
patent attorney William E. Schuyler Jr. to investigate. On September 28, 1984, 
Schuyler reported, “Evidence before the Patent and Trademark Office and the 


Court is overwhelming that Newman built and tested a prototype of his invention 
in which the output energy exceeds the external input energy; there is no 
contradictory factual evidence.” 


The patent office remained skeptical and refused to grant a patent. As with 
the Kenyon Altemator, there were questions about the test instruments used. The 
patent office recommended that Newman turn the device over to the National 
Bureau of Standards (NBS) for further testing. As with every aspect of the 
Newman case, there was much wrangling, but NBS finally tested the device in 
mid-1986. They measured its efficiency as 27% to 67%, depending upon the 
load and other factors. Conventional dc motors commonly achieve 80% 
efficiency, so this is less than impressive. 


Newman responded that NBS deliberately rigged the test to make his 
invention look bad. In December 1986, Newman and the patent office were back 
in court. By this time, about thirty scientists and engineers had endorsed the 
Newman Energy Machine, most notably physicist Roger Hastings, manager of 
the Superconductive Electronics Technology Center for Unisys in St. Paul. 
Hastings and two engineers testified in Newman’s favor. The NBS expert was 
steadfast in defending the NBS tests. In March 1988, Judge Jackson decided in 
favor of the patent office. 


Joseph Westley Newman did not wait for the court’s decision to express his 
general displeasure with the proceedings. In 1987 press releases regarding his 
case, he called Judge Jackson “a criminal of the worst kind,” accused the patent 
office of conspiracy, and made rather free use of terms like “fools,” “liars,” 
“hypocrites,” and “criminals.” Newman wanted the judge impeached, the 
commissioner of patents prosecuted, and (for good measure) Reagan impeached. 
To ensure that truth and justice prevail, Newman announced his candidacy for 
president on the Truth and Action Party ticket. 


The patent office calls Newman’s device a perpetual motion machine, but 
he insists it is not. Rather, the Newman Energy Machine converts mass to energy 
according to Einstein’s famous equation, E=mc2. In an undated (apparently 
1987) press release, Newman wrote the following: 


I have persistently stated that this 100% conversion process was achieved by tapping 
into the basic building block of matter—the energy (gyroscopic particles) comprising a 
magnetic (electromagnetic) field. I have disclosed that this energy in a magnetic 
(electromagnetic) field was literally “a river of energy” that could be tapped for the 
immediate benefit of humanity without pollution to the environment or the human race, 
would end hunger, would make space travel commonplace, and much more. Also this 
technology will do more to bring about “World Peace” than all the Kings, Queens, and 


politicians that have ever lived. 


Stating that gyroscopic particles and a conversion process exist and proving 
it are two different things. (If I state, dear reader, that you have a weightless, 
odorless, invisible vulture sitting on your left shoulder, you might demand 
further evidence.) The burden of proof is on Newman, and he has failed. As for 
his humanitarian sentiments, they are right out of my Schadewald Gravity 
Engine announcement, except that Newman obviously has no intention of 
putting the Newman Energy Machine into the public domain. 


Not surprisingly, Newman has supporters in Congress, and at least eleven 
bills have been introduced to force the patent office to grant him a patent. None 
has passed. 


Chapter 10 


Why Not Hook the Motor Up? 


(From a perpetual motion lecture given in California, 
1988) 


Most people couldn’t state the laws of thermodynamics on a bet, but they 
instinctively know that there is no such thing as a free lunch. When confronted 
with a Newman Energy Machine, they ask questions like, “Why not hook the 
motor up to a dc generator, use the output to drive the motor and a dynamometer, 
and get rid of that silly battery pack?” 


There is another sort, though, perpetually suspicious of power and 
authority. These people seem to think the laws of thermodynamics are part of the 
oil company plot to suppress the legendary 50 mile-per-gallon carburetor. If they 
don’t seek perpetual motion themselves, they are eager to endorse someone 
else’s “discovery.” I believe the persona I assumed in my Schadewald Gravity 
Engine spoof—earnest, slightly paranoid, unselfish but still seeking recognition 
—is fairly typical of the breed. Certainly it struck a responsive cord with those 
readers taken in by the hoax, for they inundated me with letters, some bestowing 
upon me embarrassing accolades for my genius and generosity. The wording of 
most of the letters suggests that the writers were youthful or uneducated. But I 
also got two long-distance phone calls from engineers! 


As we have seen, perpetual motion comes in many guises. Unfortunately, 
many of them are unrecognizable to their inventors or the public. Every year, 
millions of dollars change hands as a result. Let us consider this question: “Why 
have thousands invested millions in energy schemes that won’t work?” 


I think the answer is complex, but I’ll mention some of the contributing 
factors: 


* Failure of science education: Many people don’t understand that our best 
scientific knowledge negates these things. 


* Charismatic inventors: Perpetual motionists are generally absolutely 
certain of their own omnipotence, and this can be infectious. 


* Distrust of authority: SO scientists say they won’t work; what do they 


know? 


* Scientific endorsements: It seems that you can always find a scientist or 
engineer somewhere to endorse any perpetual motion scheme. 


* Celebrity endorsements: Same aS above, but easier. 


* Press endorsements: Journalists are often irresponsible in publicizing these 
things. 


* Patents: Contrary to popular belief, many perpetual motion machines 
are patented, and some consider a patent an endorsement. 


What’s the prognosis for perpetumania? It will never end. Public education 
will help, but education cannot remedy serious delusion. 


A central question bears on perpetual motion just as on almost all other 
issues which skeptics groups get involved in. What is the source of truth? 
Scientists (and skeptics and rationalists generally) seek truth in the external 
world. The ultimate test of an idea is whether it fits the external reality. Believers 
—and perpetual motionists are generally believers—often seek truth within 
themselves. When the external world fails to conform to this internally derived 
truth, they sometimes try to correct it. In “correcting” reality—in depicting the 
universe as they believe it should be rather than as they find it—they sometimes 
indulge in activities the law considers fraudulent. 


Bob giving a lecture. 


Part II] 


It’s a Small Flat World 


It’s a Small Flat World 


Introduction 


Flat-earth belief was Bob’s favorite pseudoscience. Many were the times 
that he would recount stories involving the Victorian flat-earthers. Of these 
Samuel Rowbotham and Lady Blount seemed to be the ones he had the most 
affection for; but he also loved telling the story of “The Bedford Canal 
Swindle.”7 


When he was talking flat-earthism but wanted something more 
contemporary, he would tell us about the then current president of the Flat Earth 
Society, Charles Johnson, and his wife Marjory. Charles’ and Bob’s relationship 
began pleasantly enough, with Bob sending an inquiry letter and receiving a 
membership form (and probably a newsletter) in reply. Bob was intrigued by the 
concept of a person holding on to the belief in a flat Earth in the era of space 
exploration. He arranged to interview Johnson and wrote a biography of him that 
is reprinted here: “The Flat-Out Truth: Earth Orbits? Moon Landings? A Fraud!” 
Johnson’s reaction to this article was not good. He felt that Bob was having fun 
with him and not being respectful of the flat-earth worldview. So Johnson kicked 
Bob out of the Flat Earth Society. Bob delighted in telling people how he was 
thrown out of the Flat Earth Society because of his “spherical” tendencies! 
However, Bob didn’t want to remain exiled and won Johnson back over and was 
eventually reinstated as a member in good standing. Before this could happen, 
though, Bob had to sign a revised membership form to which the statement, “I 
hereby affirm my aim in joining is not to harm, degrade, damage or defame this 
Society,” was added. Bob would forever after refer to this as “the Schadewald 
clause.” 


Don’t believe that Johnson merely tolerated Bob’s presence. They actually 
became good friends, who (I’m sure) had a genuine respect for one another. As a 
matter of fact, Charles asked Bob to consider taking over as president of the Flat 
Earth Society in the event of Charles’ death. Bob declined for ethical reasons; 
but, as nature would have it, Bob preceded Charles in death. 


Part III begins with a history of flat-earth belief from the Babylonians up to 
current times. “It’s a Small Flat World” is a book chapter for an uncompleted 
work. This is followed by “He Knew Earth is Round, but His Proof Fell Flat,” 
which was published in the Smithsonian, April 1978. This is followed by “The Flat- 


Out Truth: Earth Orbits? Moon Landings? A Fraud!” 


“The Earth Was Flat in Zion” tells the story of a flat-earth theocracy here in 
the United States in the early 1900s. This article is reprinted in the Appendix. 


As each of these sections is printed in its entirety (with the exception of 
minor editing of the introduction), there is some overlap of content between 
them. I felt it was better to print them as they are than to try to modify them to 
avoid repetition. 


On May 19, 1990 Bob was interviewed on The Laura Lee Show on KING radio 
out of Seattle. What follows are excerpts from that interview: 


LL: I want to start with a question. I wasn’t a science major, and I 
understand that you were. Why should we believe that the earth is round, and 
when did this theory start in history? 


Bob: Well, it’s difficult to say. Now, of course, you have to be careful about 
saying the earth is round, because the flat earthers, modern flat earthers, think 
the earth is round. They think it’s shaped like a phonograph record with the 
North Pole at the center and no South Pole, there’s a southern limit, you know, at 
the periphery. But, if you mean spherical by ‘round’ the idea goes back at least to 
the ancient Greeks, probably about 600 BC. Say 2600 years ago. And, as far as 
why we think it’s round, I guess Aristotle back like 400 BC gave three proofs. 
He said that as a ship goes out of the harbor at sea, toward the sea, it appears to 
go over the horizon. As travelers travel to the south they see stars above the 
southern horizon that they had not seen before. And, when there is an eclipse of 
the moon, the earth’s, what appears to be the earth’s shadow on the moon, has a 
rounded edge. 


LL: Well, that’s pretty good proof. That would convince me. 


Bob: Those were three good proofs and those were known to Aristotle. And 
of course, there are many other reasons. People ask me why, personally, I think 
the earth is spherical. It’s because, among other things, I was once a navigator in 
the Navy.s And I’ve been a thousand miles out over the Pacific in the dead of 
night beyond the range of any electronic navigation equipment that we had at 
that time. I had a sextant and a chronometer and a book, or several books 
actually, of star tables that I used to fix my position and find my way back. And 
taking a celestial site and reducing it to a position on earth uses spherical 


geometry and, hey, it worked. Here I am, right? 


(later in the interview, during technical difficulties) 


LL: I might mention that I did talk to the president of the Flat Earth Society 
—it’s based in Lancaster, California—and he said that well the Bible supports it. 
But it was more that he could observe, he looked out in nature and saw, in fact, 
that the earth was flat so it must be, and his wife is Australian and he knew that 
in Australia they did not hang from their ankles. 


(technical difficulties) 


LL: Bob, are you back on line with us? Wonderful. 


Bob: I heard your discussion. Charles has told me that story many times 
about the teacher presenting the globe to the class and him refusing to accept it. 


LL: You know, I have to admire his courage. There was something 
charming about somebody who said, “Nope this is what I observe and I’m going 
to stick to my guns.” 


Bob: Yeah, you can’t help but like the guy. I’ve known him now since about 
1975, I think, and my wife and I visited him back in January when we were in 
California, drove up to see him. And it was fun. That’s about the second time 
we’ve done that. But about children believing that the earth is flat, that’s not 
unusual. There was an article in Science and Children which is an education 
magazine called “The Earth is Round, Who Are You Kidding?” this was in 
February 1988. And, some people asked children what they thought about the 
shape of the earth and it turned out that second graders were all flat earthers. 


LL: Oh really? 


Bob: Yeah, first and second graders, I mean, it’s sort of the natural thing to 
assume if no one has told you any different. And so by that measure, a 
substantial portion of the U.S. population is flat earthers, all the little kids are. 
And some of them have trouble dealing with it when someone suddenly starts 
telling them that the earth is spherical and Charles Johnson did and he just never 


bought it. He just never bought it. And it’s interesting, that a couple of other flat 
earthers, whose writings I have, have told fairly similar stories about just never 
accepting it. 


(later in the interview) 


LL: What was it that got you interested in this particular field of study, the 
history of the flat earth movement? 


Bob: Well in about 1975, I think it was, I read a book called Fads and Fallacies 
in the Name of Science by Martin Gardner.9 That was first published, by the way, in 
195210 and later reprinted in 1957, and it’s still in print for all those years, to 
give you an idea of how good a book it really is. Anyway, Gardner just discussed 
all kinds of unusual ideas and the people who promote them. And I was just 
fascinated by that book. I thought, if you’re going to look at people who hold 
unusual ideas surely the flat earthers must be the sine qua non, if you will, the 
ultimate. 


(end of the interview) 


LL: Now, we do have to wrap this up, but, I didn’t want to disappoint that 
one caller who wanted you to speak a little bit on your favorite fad or fallacy. 


Bob: Oh, well, of course, the Flat Earth is hands down my favorite. But one 
of the other things, a chapter in that book that is really interesting is about a guy 
named Alfred William Lawson. Lawson was a baseball player, a major league 
baseball player—not a very successful one. He was an aviation pioneer, he 
founded the first couple aviation magazines in this country. He coined the word 
aircraft, for instance. He was a visionary, he built an airliner in 1918 and flew it 
from Milwaukee to New York and back and he was way ahead of his time in 
many respects. But, he also had these wonderful theories. For instance, he 
substituted for the conventional view of gravity a theory of suction and pressure 
and for planetary motion he had a theory of zig, zag, and swirl movement. And 
he had a theory of penetrability, just an amazing array of theories. He published 
a number of books; I have about, oh, six or eight of them here. He published 
about thirty or forty. And, so he is probably my second favorite character from 
that book. 


LL: He sounds like quite a character. 
Bob: He was. He was. 
LL: Do you have any concluding remarks. 


Bob: It’s been a lot of fun, I’ve really enjoyed this. I guess if there is 
anything that listeners could take away from this, it is that people who make up 
their minds that something is true and then go out and seek evidence to support 
that belief can usually find something. I mean, people who have sought to 
support the view that the earth is flat have always found something. Johnson has 
got his arguments. Samuel Rowbotham, who founded this thing, came up with 
430 pages of arguments, some of them quoted from science magazines, by the 
way. Really, really difficult arguments to answer unless you’re really into 
science and understand things like astronomy. And so people who want to 
support a viewpoint like that can put together what sounds like a convincing 
case. And if you are willing to accept that all of the experts are wrong and that 
this guy who has built this little lecture and this little case may be right and 
they’re all wrong. It’s easy to go down any number of garden paths. 


LL: Well said. Thank you. 


Bob: Thank you. 


Chapter 11 


It’s a Small Flat World 


Imagine waking up every morning knowing—absolutely knowing—that the 
Earth is flat and that most other people refuse to believe it. Charles Johnson, 
president of the International Flat Earth Research Society, does it every morning. 
Johnson is a prophet, and he has been called to spread the plane truth to whoever 
will receive it. Few do. 


A prophet is without honor in his own country. It goes with the mantle. 
Johnson accepts that, but as a flat-earther, he bears a special cross. Most consider 
flat-earthers the paradigm of alternative science and use them as a benchmark 
against which to measure other groups. Such comparisons are never intended as 
compliments. Johnson resents having “the kooks and weirdos” compared to him, 
and well might he say, “I became also a reproach unto them: when they looked 
upon me they shaked their heads” (Psalm 109:25) If all that were not enough, 
there is the problem of being misunderstood. Most people know all about the 
flat-earth idea. During the Middle Ages, everybody thought that the Earth was 
flat. In fact, Galileo got into a lot of trouble for teaching that it’s round. Before 
Columbus could get his ships together, he had to prove to the Spanish royalty 
that the Earth is a globe. During the voyage, he had to face down a mutinous 
crew of flat-earthers who feared they were going to sail over the edge. Right? 


Actually, all of the history in the preceding paragraph is dead wrong. 
Charles Johnson and I agree on that, but we disagree about much of what 
follows. Where we differ, I will try to mention his opinion, either as the point is 
raised or at the end of the chapter. 


If the commonly believed history of the flat-earth concept is wrong, the true 
history is much more interesting. Charles Johnson is carrying on a tradition, 
which goes back to Moses, though the particular flat-earth model he defends was 
only developed in the mid-1800s. It was first set forth by a British 
fundamentalist, quack, and patent medicine salesman Samuel Birley 
Rowbotham. 
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Old Flat Earth Map 


Think of the Earth as a phonograph record, with the North Pole at the center 
and the “southern limit,” an impassible region of ice, at the outer edge. Halfway 
between is the circle of the equator. The sun and moon circle above the Earth 
every day, with the sun spiraling north or south of the equator to suit the season. 
Sunrise and sunset are only tricks of perspective combined with atmospheric 
refraction. Above all is the dome of heaven, perhaps 4,000 miles up. No one 
knows what lies above it, nor what lies beyond the ice barrier at the southern 
limit. 

That is the essence of zetetic astronomy, the system defended by every 
English-speaking flat-earther from Rowbotham to Charles Johnson. If you 
thought flat-earth theory was a handful of half-baked, ad hoc assertions, you 
were wrong again. Rowbotham based his system firmly on the Bible, and he 
worked it out in great detail. The second edition of his Earth Not a Globe, the 
foundation work of zetetic astronomy, runs 430 pages. For thirty-five years, 
Rowbotham toured England promoting the Plane Truth from public platforms, 
and he was rarely bested in the vigorous discussions that followed his lectures. 
We will be examining zetetic astronomy in some detail, but first we should have 
a look at what preceded it. 


Before the dawn of history, those people who gave the matter any thought 
probably concluded that the Earth was essentially flat. Those who, like Johnson, 


lived on a mountainside overlooking a flat desert floor could hardly have 
doubted it. Also, from any sort of hill, the calm surface of the ocean looks flat as 
a flapjack. It’s not surprising that none of the early cosmologies that are still 
preserved—Sumerian, Babylonian, Hebrew, Egyptian—describe a spherical 
Earth. 


The Babylonians believed that the universe consists of a reasonably flat 
Earth surrounded by water, with the whole covered by a huge dome. According 
to their cosmology, there is water above the dome and also below the Earth. The 
celestial bodies are gods and goddesses, and their movements and positions with 
respect to one another have profound effects on mundane affairs. This 
cosmology and its associated astrology were common to much of the ancient 
Middle East. The essence of the Babylonian cosmology was adopted by the 
ancient Hebrews, and it underlies the text of the Bible. 


Nowhere does the Bible explicitly mention the Earth’s shape, but it is a flat- 
earth book from beginning to end. Thus in Genesis 1:6, “God said, ‘Let there be 
a vault between the waters, to separate water from water.’ So God made the 
vault, and separated the water under the vault from the water above it, and so it 
was; and God called the vault heaven.” Also, the order Genesis ascribes to 
creation—Earth on the first day and the sun, moon, planets and stars on the 
fourth—makes no sense in the light of our present cosmology. But it’s perfectly 
reasonable to a flat-earther. Elsewhere, the Bible comes closer to explicitly 
describing the Earth’s shape. Thus Isaiah 40:21-22 says, “Do you not know... 
that God sits throned on the vaulted roof of Earth, whose inhabitants are like 
grasshoppers? He stretches out the skies like a curtain, he spreads them out like a 
tent to live in. . .” Numerous passages state that the Earth is immovable and 
others treat the sun and moon as minor bodies. In the New Testament, the 
presumed shape of the earth is evident in the story of the temptation of Jesus. 
According to Matthew 4:8, “Once again, the devil took him to a very high 
mountain, and showed him all the kingdoms of the world in their glory.” The 
word translated as “world” is the Greek kosmos, meaning the whole universe. 
From a sufficiently high mountain, one could see all the kingdoms of a flat world 
of limited extent, but the passage is nonsense when applied to a spherical Earth. 
The same is true of Revelation 1:6, “Behold, he is coming with the clouds! 
Every eye shall see him .. .” 


But the flat-earth theory was already passe when the New Testament was 
written. The Greeks are usually credited with proposing that the Earth is a globe. 
Pythagoras and some of his followers even suggested that it rotates around the 
sun rather than the other way round. By the fourth century BC, the globular 


opinion dominated Greece. Aristotle offered three proofs that the Earth is a 
globe: (a) ships sailing out of port seem to disappear over the horizon, (b) sailors 
voyaging far to the south see stars above the southern horizon that aren’t visible 
from more northern latitudes, and (c) at a lunar eclipse, the shadow of the Earth 
on the moon is curved. 


The concept of a spherical Earth found favor in the Hellenic world and even 
among some of the early Jews. But then, as now, many were determined to cut 
science to fit their Bibles. The fathers of the church were not unanimous about 
the shape of the Earth. Tertullian and Lactantius roundly insisted that the Earth is 
flat; Clement of Alexandria and Origen said flatly that it is round. But the 
majority was flat. For a couple centuries, these worthies tried to stamp out the 
spherical heresy among the faithful, bombarding them with verses like those 
already quoted. 


This first phase of the Christian flat-earth movement peaked early in the 
sixth century when the Egyptian merchant and monk Cosmas Indicopleustes 
wrote his Christian Topography. Cosmas argued that the Earth’s surface is a flat 
rectangle, surrounded by seas, and covered by a vaulted roof. Indeed, the 
Cosmas cosmos looked essentially like a steamer trunk. It measured four 
hundred days journey east and west by two hundred north and south. Far in the 
north lay a great conical mountain behind which the sun disappeared at sunset. 
Rain fell from windows in the vaulted roof, and angels propelled the heavenly 
bodies on their ways. 


Cosmas got many of his arguments (and perhaps some of his odium 
theologicum) from the fathers of the church, notably Lactantius and Theodore of 
Mopsuestia. Cosmas took the shew-bread table in the Jewish tabernacle as his 
model of the Earth, flat and twice as long as it was broad. He argued from 
scripture that the sun must be near and small, since it moved backward for 
Hezekiah. According to the Bible, everyone on Earth will see Jesus coming 
through the clouds when he returns in glory. Obviously, that’s impossible if the 
Earth is a sphere. Near the end of Christian Topography, Cosmas wrote, “We say 
therefore with Isaiah that the heaven embracing the universe is a vault, with Job 
that it is joined to the earth, and with Moses that the length of the earth is greater 
than its breadth.” 


But despite his powerful allies, Cosmas was fighting a losing battle. The 
geographical and astronomical/astrological works of the spherical Ptolemy were 
taking over even as he wrote. A century later, the great churchman Isidore of 
Seville sided with Ptolemy in his De Natura Rerum. In the eighth century, the 


Venerable Bede adopted the sphere. Later, Albert the Great, Thomas Aquinas, 
and Roger Bacon all rejected the Christian Topography. The revolution was quiet but 
thorough, and within a few centuries, the flat opinion died out among the 
educated. By the late Middle Ages, the question was considered settled, and 
theologians had to content themselves with wrangling over whether the 
antipodes—lands on the other side of the globe—were inhabited. 


Such was the situation when Columbus showed up in the Spanish court, hat 
in hand. The dramatic story of his debate with Spanish scholars there is from 
Washington Irving’s History of the Life and Voyages of Christopher Columbus, and it’s every 
bit as historical as “The Legend of Sleepy Hollow.” What problems Columbus 
had with his crew during the voyage seem to have been unrelated to the shape of 
the Earth, though Charles Johnson disagrees. Johnson claims that Columbus 
knew the Earth is flat, and that he had to use harsh measures with certain 
spherical crewman who feared they would sail so far down the curve of the Earth 
that they’d never get back. 


By the time, Galileo tangled with the Inquisition, Magellan and others had 
circumnavigated the globe, and these voyages stilled most lingering doubts 
about the Earth’s shape. Galileo got in trouble, not for claiming that the Earth is 
round, but for arguing that it is not the center of the universe. This dispute set the 
pattern for the next two hundred years, during which fundamentalists directed 
their efforts toward smashing the ungodly Copernican system and returning to 
geocentricity. Except for small sects like Lodowick Muggleton and _ his 
followers, no one seriously challenged the spherical assumption until the 
Victorian era. 


Samuel Birley Rowbotham 


Samuel Birley Rowbotham delivered his first flat-earth lecture in the fall of 
1838, in the village of March, Cambridgeshire, about 80 mi. north of London. At 
age twenty-two, he was secretary of England’s first Owenite colony, a small 
socialist group headquartered on the banks of the nearby Old Bedford Canal. 
The colony, called Manea Fen, was torn by dissension. The Owenites tended to 
be free thinkers, and they were not pleased when Rowbotham tried to put their 
New Moral World on a flat footing. Rowbotham therefore took his case to the 
nearby village, where a powerful landowner was his ally. The substance of his 
lecture was not recorded, but the result was. When Rowbotham got home that 
night, he found himself locked out. Shortly afterward, he and his followers were 
formally expelled from the colony, and were last seen heading for London. 


It was a false start. The founding of the modern flat-earth movement should 
be dated January 15, 1849. On that evening and the following evening, a man 
calling himself Parallax delivered lectures on zetetic astronomy to the good 
citizens of Trowbridge. These were the first of a series that lasted thirty-five 
years. Parallax used his unusual pseudonym, he said, because he was not seeking 
personal glory. If pressed, he would admit that his real name was S. Goulden. In 
truth, he had published a strange book on the secret of great longevity, practiced 
unorthodox medicine, and peddled patent medicine under the name Tryon. Years 
later, as Dr. Birley, he would become wealthy selling phosphorized medicine. 
But Parallax was none other than Samuel Birley Rowbotham. 


“Zetetic,” Parallax would tell his listeners, comes from the Greek zetetikos, 
meaning to seek or inquire. He inquired only after facts, he claimed, leaving 
mere theories to the likes of Copernicus and Newton. It is a fact that the Bible is 
a flat-earth book. It is also a fact that ships sailing out to sea seem to disappear 
over the horizon, but Parallax argued that this was merely a trick of perspective. 
The surface of still water is level, and he had verified this for himself by 
performing a series of experiments on the still waters of the Old Bedford Canal. 


By the time Parallax reached the end of his lecture, the better-educated 
members of his audience were itching to get at him. They were usually in for a 
shock. Rowbotham had a ready answer for every objection they could raise. 


Hadn’t the earth been circumnavigated? 


Surely, but sailing around the world is simply sailing in a circle. One can 
circumnavigate Britain. Is Britain a sphere? 


Next question. 


The discussion was usually a case of the unarmed assaulting a fortress, and 
Rowbotham easily repelled the attacks. If a persistent questioner backed him into 
a dangerous position, Rowbotham would shut him off with, “Now, sir, you have 
had your share of the discussion. Let someone else have a turn.” After an hour or 
so of this, the spherical contingent of the audience would be foaming at the 
mouth. The calm, witty and ever-courteous Rowbotham was impressive by 
contrast. Those who accepted his scriptural arguments were rarely impressed by 
what the opposition could throw at him, and many went away convinced that 
they had been deceived all their lives about something as fundamental as the 
shape of the Earth. 


It was also in 1849 that Rowbotham published his first flat-earth work, a 


modest sixteen-page pamphlet entitled “Zetetic Astronomy: A Description of 
Several Experiments which Prove that the Surface of the Sea Is a Perfect Plane 
and that the Earth Is not a Globe!” All six of the experiments he described 
involved a surveyor’s theodolite. Rowbotham claimed, for instance, that he had 
set up a line of stakes for 8 miles along the seashore, and the horizontal line of 
sight cut all the stakes at the same distance above the water. In another, he said 
that he’d observed a small boat through a theodolite as it traveled six miles up 
the Old Bedford Canal, and “no convexity whatever could be detected!” 


The early adventures of Parallax were not recorded in any detail, but 
reviewers for many provincial newspapers were impressed. The Liverpool Mercury, 
January 25, 1850, remarked that “the matter is sufficiently important to claim the 
attention of the scientific world.” Reviewing another lecture series, the Athlone 
Sentinel, May 21, 1852, noted that “the audience listened with the deepest 
attention, and appeared astonished at the revelations of the lecturer. At the close 
of each lecture several gentlemen entered the lists with ‘Parallax,’ and a lively 
and interesting discussion ensued. ‘Parallax,’ however, maintained his principles 
with infinite tact and ability, and answered his opponents in a masterly manner. 
The audiences left strongly impressed with the startling facts to which they had 
been listening .. .” Still, his lectures were not an unbridled success. Rowbotham 
was run out of Leeds (ca. 1867) by irate citizens who perhaps could find no 
better reply to his arguments. In Burnley, in 1849, he didn’t show up for his 
second lecture, having been pressed rather hard during the discussion following 
the first lecture. 


Everywhere he went, Parallax left behind a few converts. By the mid- 
1850s, his hard core of fundamentalist followers was making itself heard, 
bombarding rotund churchmen with planely worded letters. By the mid-1860s, 
“Parallax” was a household word in England. Then began the torrent of flat- 
earth literature and flat-earth agitation that was to entertain England for fifty 
years. 


Rowbotham first published Earth Not a Globe in 1865. The foundation work of 
zetetic astronomy, the 265-page book apparently contains the substance of his 
lectures and perhaps some additional arguments. 


The previous year, a follower, printer William Carpenter, published an 
eight-page pamphlet of the same title under the pseudonym “Common Sense.” In 
1866, Common Sense published Theoretical Astronomy Examined and Exposed, a book of 
128 pages. People took the flat-earthers seriously enough so that two writers 
published replies to Parallax, Major Rider Bresher11 in 1868 and J. Dyer in 1870. 


An incident we’|l discuss in a moment brought forth a series of pamphlets in the 
early 1870s. And, in 1873, Rowbotham published his monumental 430-page, 
second edition of Earth Not a Globe, far and away the most important flat-earth 
book ever published. 


“The Undersigned” 


On January 12, 1870, the following ad appeared in Scientific Opinion: 


The undersigned is willing to deposit from £50. to £500., on reciprocal terms, and 
defies all the philosophers, divines, and scientific professors in the United Kingdom to 
prove the rotundity and revolution of the world from Scripture, from reason, or from 
fact. He will acknowledge that he has forfeited his deposit, if his opponent can exhibit, 
to the satisfaction of any intelligent referee, a convex railway, river, canal, or lake. 


“John Hampden” 


The great naturalist Alfred Russel Wallace, besides being codiscoverer with 
Darwin of the principle of evolution by natural selection, was a socialist, 
spiritualist, and freelance do-gooder. The flat-earth movement apparently 
offended his missionary instincts, and he decided to spike it by accepting 
Hampden’s challenge. They agreed on a wager of £500 and, on March 5, 1870, 
they had a showdown at Old Bedford Canal. 


About 25 miles north of Cambridge, a six-mile stretch of canal ran straight 
and unobstructed between two bridges. The experimenters put banners on each 
bridge and erected a marker in the canal halfway between them, all 13’ 4” above 
the water. Setting up a theodolite at either end at the same height above the 
water, they sighted past the center marker at the distant banner. The marker 
appeared to be not on, but about five feet above the line of sight, as predicted by 
spherical geometry, and Wallace won. Or so he thought. 


Wallace’s attempt to spike the flat-earth movement only brought it 
increased attention and gave it a unity it had never had before. The Bedford 
Canal Swindle became the zetetic rallying cry, and it spawned a literary output 
which the flat-earthers never again matched. By late 1873, Hampden had 
produced at least seven flat-earth pamphlets, with Is Water Level or Convex after All? The 
Bedford Canal Swindle Detected and Exposed (1870) and God's Truth or Man’s Science: Which Shall 
Prevail? (1870) being especially uncomplimentary to Wallace. During the same 
period, Carpenter produced Water, Not Convex: The Earth Not a Globe (1871) and wallace’s 
Wonderful Water (1875). In 1872, James Naylor published John Hampden Quite Right! The 
Geographical Professors All Wrong! A Critical Review of the “Bedford Level Experiments,” etc. And 
in late 1873, Rowbotham issued his revised and enlarged edition of Earth Not a 


Globe. 


Perhaps the Bedford Canal experiment also triggered the formation of the 
first Zetetic Society, which was organized during the summer of 1872. By 1873, 
a U.S. branch had formed in New York. Organized by George Davey, Ph.D, the 
council of the New York Zetetic Society included two MDs, the superintendent 
of the Baltimore Public Schools, and the U. S. consul for China. For all this 
horsepower, the organization quickly passed into oblivion. But the parent Zetetic 
Society, with Parallax as president, did not. 


July 1, 1872, brought the first issue of The Zetetic: A Monthly Journal of 
Cosmographical Science edited by B. Charles Brough. In it was a rather one-sided 
account of the Bedford Canal experiment and a challenge to Wallace to repeat 
the experiment, double or nothing. Great scientist that he was, Wallace must 
have been a remarkably slow leamer, for he agreed to this, and preliminary 
arrangements were made. But nothing ever came of it. The Zetetic is a gold mine of 
flat-earth trivia, and Rowbotham wrote a series of articles for it describing his 
early career. Rowbotham became coeditor, and then editor, but The Zetetic was not 
a paying proposition. It folded with a double issue dated October-November 
1873. 


The flat-earth movement was no longer a provincial phenomenon. In April 
1873, Parallax gave a series of lectures at the Penge Hall, London. On the 
evening of April 21, J. Dyer, author of an antizetetic book, rose to refute 
Rowbotham. Dyer was quickly cut off, but not before he had challenged Parallax 
to a public debate on the shape of the Earth. 


The Parallax-Dyer debate, held on May 5, 1873, was well attended. Each 
disputant made a twenty-minute opening address, and they then spoke 
alternately for ten minutes each until the end. At one point, Dyer suggested that 
some of the experiments Parallax claimed to have performed could not have 
happened as he described them, suggesting that Parallax fibbed. Rowbotham 
parried him neatly, and according to the account of the debate carried in The 
Zetetic, was the clear winner. He probably was, for the zetetics became attached to 
the debate format. In years to come, they eagerly debated anyone who would go 
against them. 


During the next few years, Rowbotham seems to have reduced his flat-earth 
activity. As Parallax, he was a household word in England, and he was not 
reluctant to admit that Parallax was in fact Dr. Birley. In the mid-1860s, he had 
resumed his earlier career as a health guru. With proper diet and lifestyle and 
liberal daily doses of “Dr. Birley’s phosphorized medicine,” he claimed there 


was no reason why people couldn’t maintain their health and sexual potency to 
the age of 150 or so. Having added ten years to his true age, Dr. Birley was now 
a living and youthful example of the efficacy of his nostrum. Besides having a 
captive market, Rowbotham had a ready-made sales force. Carpenter, Hampden, 
Brough, and many other leading flat-earthers peddled the stuff for him on the 
side. The money poured in. 


Rowbotham’s gradual withdrawal didn’t leave the zetetics leaderless. When 
Hampden wasn’t in court or in jail, he was busy writing and agitating, and he 
authored more than a dozen flat-earth pamphlets and innumerable letters to the 
editor. He also founded and edited four flat-earth journals. The Truth-Seeker’s Oracle 
and Scriptural Science Review, founded in 1876, lasted for only three issues. Cosmos: A 
Geographical, Philosophical and Educational Review, Nautical Guide, and General Student’s Manual 
(official organ of the Biblical Science Institute) was born and died in September 
1883. Rowbotham died December 23, 1884, at age sixty-eight (this must have 
shocked the users of his longevity-producing nostrum), and in March 1885, 
Hampden launched Parallax, a journal dedicated to Rowbotham’s memory. It 
lasted three issues. Hampden’s most successful publishing venture was Earth: 
Scripturally, Rationally, and Practically Described. Launched in 1886, it survived until 
1888, a total of twenty-seven issues. 


Hampden’s literary output is a monument to alternative science in general 
and to the flat-earth movement in particular. Though he never wrote a full length 
book, his collected pamphlets would make two substantial volumes, his 
published letters-to-the-editor another, and his periodicals (he wrote most of the 
articles himself) a couple more. Though sometimes dreary, he was never dull, 
and when he was steamed (most of the time), he was a brilliant polemicist. Some 
of his diatribes against Wallace are classics of denunciation. From about the mid- 
1870s to his death from bronchitis on January 22, 1891, he was de facto 
spokesman for the zetetics. The flat-earth movement has not had another like 
him. 


Lady Elizabeth Anne Mould Blount 


Established by Rowbotham and nurtured by Hampden, the flat-earth 
movement peaked in the 1890s under the Universal Zetetic Society. The UZS 
was a truly international organization, with active members throughout the 
English-speaking world—the United States, Canada, Ireland, South Africa, 
India, Australia, and New Zealand. Under the auspices of UZS, an organized 
corps of lecturers crisscrossed England and Ireland, exhorting the faithful and 
debating the spherical. The Earth—not a Globe—Review, published from 1893 to 1897, 


was the most ambitious flat-earth journal ever and was distributed worldwide. 
Taken together, the Earth Review’s articles, poetry and _letters-to-the-editor 
constitute the best single source on the zetetic movement. Though not officially 
its leader, the most influential and colorful member of the Universal Zetetic 
Society was a genteel and tiny tigress, Lady Elizabeth Anne Mould Blount. 


Lady Blount made her first appearance in flat-earth annals with some 
letters-to-the-editor published by Hampden in 1892. She was, by her own 
admission, a geographer, explorer, mathematician, author, and poet. Wife of a 
wealthy landowner and perhaps daughter of UZS secretary John Williams, Lady 
Blount was a tireless proselytizer, and when she talked, people listened if they 
knew what was good for them. An active flat-earth lecturer, she was also wont to 
debate the shape of the Earth with any “globite” who would face her. She wrote 
innumerable planely worded letters-to-the-editor, and her title was often 
sufficient to get them published. Any prominent churchmen who used the word 
“globe” in public was likely to receive a tartly worded letter from her suggesting 
that his denial of the flatness of the Earth was essentially a denial of the Bible. 


Lady Blount 


Lady Blount took it upon herself to raise the cultural level of the Zetetic 
Society, and to this end, she contributed quantities of flat-earth verse to the Earth 
Review. One of her efforts, “The Nebular Hypothesis,” she set to music, the result 
being a sprightly travesty of the then popular Gilbert and Sullivan. Later, 
William Thomas Wiseman set the same poem to the music of his “Earth Not a 
Globe Waltz.” Indeed, Lady Blount and Wiseman recycled “The Nebular 
Hypothesis” again when they converted her flat-earth novel Adrian Galileo, or, A 


Songwriter’s Story into a “serious operetta” entitled “Astrea, or the Witness of the 
Stars.” 


“The Nebular Hypothesis,” as the title suggests, was more than just a blast 
at the globe. It also heaped pious scorn upon the theory that the solar system 
(including planet Earth) condensed out of a cloud of hot gases. By the 1890s, 
geologists had firmly established the great age of the Earth and Darwin’s theory 
of evolution by natural selection was already accepted by most educated people. 
The nineteenth-century zetetics were no more sympathetic to such ideas than 
Charles Johnson is today. The premier issue of Earth Review (January 1893) set the 
tone with “The Song of the Evolutionist” by “Zetetes” (editor Carl Albert 
Smith), fifty-six lines of dreary verse which suggest, among other things, that 
evolution is part of the spherical plot. Nearly every subsequent issue contains 
some sort of potshot at evolution, geology, or both. 


For all the agitation, the distribution of leaflets and free copies of Earth 
Review, the letter writing, debating, ear bending, and arm twisting, the Universal 
Zetetic Society had only limited success. Most people wouldn’t dance to the 
“Earth Not a Globe Waltz” and, despite its international distribution, the Earth 
Review probably never boasted a thousand paying subscribers. After a long 
struggle under three editors, the Earth—Not a Globe—Review folded with the April 
1897 issue. 


But Lady Blount saw to it that the British zetetic movement didn’t fold. She 
founded another journal, Earth, which she edited from at least January 1900 to 
November 1904. (Unfortunately, all copies of it seem to have perished.) She 
continued her lectures, debates, and letter writing. And on May 11, 1904, she 
returned to the Old Bedford Canal, this time with photographer E. Clifton and a 
camera equipped with a 5000-mm Dallmeyer telephoto lens. 


Thirty-four years had not stilled zetetic outrage over Wallace’s Bedford 
Canal Swindle. Several flat-earthers, including Rowbotham, Carpenter, and 
Naylor, had returned to the scene of the crime and performed more satisfactory 
experiments, but none of these got any attention outside zetetic circles. Lady 
Blount was determined that this time it would be different. 


Lady Blount had a white sheet 15 feet square hung from Old Bedford 
Bridge, with the bottom of the sheet just above the water. Meanwhile, the 
skeptical Clifton retired to Welney Bridge, about six miles away. As he recalled 
later in a letter to Lady Blount, “On arrival at Welney I was surprised to find that 
with a telescope, placed 2 ft. above the level of the water, I could watch the 
fixing of the lower edge of the sheet, and afterwards to focus it upon the ground 


glass of the camera placed in the same position.” 


Clifton was strongly impressed by the results. “I should not like to abandon 
the globular theory offhand,” he wrote, “but, as far as this particular test is 
concerned, I am prepared to maintain that (unless rays of light will travel in a 
curved path) these six miles of water present a level surface.” Clifton’s 
description of atmospheric conditions that morning—‘an aqueous shimmering 
vapor [floated] unevenly on the surface of the canal and adjoining fields”— 
suggests mirage, which is the bending of light rays by temperature variations in 
the atmosphere. But Clifton and Lady Blount didn’t think so, and when they 
subsequently repeated the experiment, Clifton reported that he could distinctly 
see two images, the sheet and its reflection on the water. 


Lady Blount tried to place these results before the public, but with 
indifferent success. A few newspapers published her letters, and that fall the 
weekly English Mechanic and World of Science published an exchange of letters between 
her and their bemused readers. This culminated on October 28, 1904, with 
publication of the famous photograph (in which I can’t even find the bridge). But 
there was no wholesale abandonment of the globe, and, except among zetetics, 
the experiment was quickly forgotten. 


The Universal Zetetic Society of which Lady Blount was now president 
was a mere shadow of its former self. Lady Blount, Carl Albert Smith, and 
perhaps William Thomas Wiseman tried to keep it going though Wiseman was 
very busy as head of the Anglo-Israelite movement. In 1906, Lady Blount and 
Smith published Zetetic Astronomy, a modest book of ninety-one pages. Lady Blount 
continued her lectures, and in 1914 she published Our Enclosed World, a book of 
extracts from them. Her husband died in October 1915, and his death and the 
trauma of World War I seem to have ended her flat-earth activity. She survived 
until the 1920s, but the British flat-earth movement did not. By this time, 
however, zetetic seeds were firmly rooted across the sea. 


William Carpenter—the United States 


Charles Johnson claims that, beginning with George Washington, the 
powers that be in the United States have always been flat-earthers. Be that as it 
may, the visible flat-earth movement in this country began with the New York 
Zetetic Society, founded in 1872 by George Davey. The NYZS made a quick 
splash by publicly offering to contribute $10,000 to charity if anyone could 
prove “by direct evidence and experiment” that the motion of the Earth’s 
atmosphere is due to its rotation. The offer, made in the New York Daily Graphic on 


September 3, 1873, was never taken up, and the NYZS quickly slid into 
oblivion. 


In 1880, a British printer, author, spiritualist, vegetarian, and shorthand 
teacher loaded his wife and six children onto a ship and emigrated to America. 
Settling in Baltimore, William Carpenter got work as a printer, and later he 
opened a shorthand school in his home. Professor Carpenter, famous among 
zetetics for his writings and for his involvement in the Bedford Canal 
controversy, quickly became de facto leader of the U.S. flat-earthers. 


No organized flat-earth movement existed in the United States in the 1880s, 
but numerous individuals were active. Reverend John Jasper, a former slave, was 
well-known in the mid-Atlantic states for his favorite sermon, “De Sun Do 
Move,” and he and Carpenter apparently hit it off immediately. M. C. Flanders 
was becoming well-known in upstate New York for his flat-earth lectures. In 
Brooklyn, John Lindgren was taking up where the New York Zetetic Society left 
off. There was enough interest so that Carpenter’s 1885 pamphlet, One Hundred 
Proofs that the Earth Is Not a Globe, went through several editions. His zetetic journal, 
Carpenter’s Folly, was less successful. It lasted but a few issues and apparently no 
copies survive. 


Things began to pick up in the next decade. In 1890, civil engineer 
Alexander Gleason, of Buffalo, New York, published the first edition of Is the 
Bible from Heaven? Is the Earth a Globe? A softcover book of 95 pages, it is divided into 
two sections as indicated by its title. In 1892, Gleason published a beautiful four- 
color flat-earth map and, in 1893, a 402-page second edition of his book. The 
latter contains many of the standard flat-earth arguments and also the results of 
his experiments on the waters of the Erie Canal. Needless to say, Gleason’s 
experiments convinced him that the water was flat. 


Carpenter, meanwhile, acted as U.S. liaison with the London based 
Universal Zetetic Society, and the pages of the Earth—Not a Globe—Review bear 
numerous letters and articles from him. Indeed, the Earth Review contains letters to 
the editor from flat-earthers scattered throughout the United States and Canada. 
Carpenter and Lindgren were U.S. agents for the journal, and so was an 
Allegheny, Pennsylvania, shorthand teacher and preacher, Reverend Ulysses G. 
Morrow. In 1895, Morrow horrified his fellow zetetics by defecting to the 
Koreshans, who claimed that the Earth is hollow, and we live on the inside. Thus 
the flat-earth movement had a wide base in the North America by the time 
Carpenter died September 1, 1896. 


Wilbur Glenn Voliva 


When Carpenter died, twenty-six-year-old Wilbur Glenn Voliva was a 
student at Hiram College, near Cleveland. Graduating in the spring of 1897, he 
became pastor of the Disciples Church at Washington Court House, Ohio. 
Dissatisfied with his church and the people in it, Voliva considered quitting the 
ministry and taking up law. Then, in February 1899, he met John Alexander 
Dowie, founder of the Christian Catholic Church, a faith-healing and 
fundamentalist sect headquartered in Chicago. Dowie and Voliva were impressed 
with each other, and in April Voliva quit his church to join Dowie. 


Voliva rose rapidly in the Christian Catholic Church, and in two years he 
was appointed overseer at large. In the fall of 1901, when word came that the 
mission in Australia was collapsing, Dowie sent Voliva to salvage the situation. 
Meanwhile, Dowie having declared himself the “New Elijah” was founding the 
city of Zion on the shore of Lake Michigan, about 15 miles south of the 
Wisconsin border. Voliva was highly successful in Australia, and built the church 
there up to several thousand members. In late 1905, he received a telegram 
telling him that Dowie had fallen ill and his presence was required in Zion. 
Loading his family aboard the ship Sonoma, Voliva embarked for home. 


Arriving in Zion, Voliva found Dowie disabled by a stroke and the Zion 
City bankrupt. Dowie had previously appointed him Deputy Overseer, and 
Voliva now seized control. For the next thirty-seven years, until his death in 
1942, Voliva’s word was law in Zion. 


It’s not clear when Voliva came to the conclusion that the Earth is flat. Not 
long after he took control of Zion, however, Zion Parochial Schools began 
teaching zetetic astronomy. By 1922, Zion’s financial health was restored, and 
Voliva became convinced that the best way to get his message out would be to 
start a radio station. WCBD, with 5,000 watts of power, became the voice of 
Zion, and Voliva went on the air daily to thunder against the “Devil’s Triplets,” 
evolution, modern astronomy and so-called higher criticism. He had a standing 
offer of $5,000 to anyone who could prove to him that the earth is a globe, and 
nobody ever collected. 


Zion is our only modern example of what a flat-earth city is like. Most 
wouldn’t consider it pleasant. Dowie had been against tobacco, liquor, pork, and 
doctors. Voliva and his Theocratic Party attempted to keep Zion a closed city. 
Masons and other fraternal orders were prohibited, there were no theaters, no 
saloons, no bordellos, or gambling establishments; and drinking, smoking, and 


swearing were prohibited by law. Women could not straddle a horse within the 
city limits, nor wear makeup or high-heeled shoes, nor expose their necks. Men 
were not allowed to spit in the streets or wear tan shoes. Anyone not a member 
of what was now the Christian Catholic Apostolic Church of Zion was welcome 
only as a visitor, and some of Voliva’s tactics against the few Methodists who 
lived in Zion would horrify a civil libertarian. 


Zion and Zion Industries flourished under Voliva; and Zion was noted for 
its lace factory, its candy factory, and for Zion Fig Bars. It had a noted choir and 
also was home of a Passion play. But it was perhaps best known for its blue 
laws. 


Though it was for more than thirty years the flat-earth capital of the world, 
Voliva and his colleagues produced remarkably little flat-earth literature and 
contributed absolutely nothing to flat-earth theory. The May 10, 1930 issue of 
Leaves of Healing waS devoted entirely to the Earth’s shape, and the church also 
reprinted Carpenter’s One Hundred Proofs that the Earth Is Not a Globe. But that was all. 


Bostonian Flat-Earthers 


There were other flat-earthers in the United States, however, and some of 
them were more prolific. Though Zion got all the glory, if one were to judge by 
literary output, Boston was the intellectual capital of the flat-earth movement. 


Charles William Morse, a “practical watch and clock repairer” from 
Brookline, Massachusetts, published his Unpopular Truth Against Popular Error in 
Reference to the Shape of the Earth in 1913. His third flat-earth work (the other two 
seem to have perished), Morse’s seventy-seven-page book contains enough 
references to newspaper articles and letters to the editor to suggest that the 
Earth’s shape had not been demonstrated to the satisfaction of many Bostonians. 
Morse offers extensive quotations from older flat-earth books and from the Earth 
Review but no new arguments. He was familiar with the entire Bedford Canal 
controversy, and Lady Blount’s attempt to get photographic proof of the shape of 
the Earth apparently struck him as a good idea. Thus, when Professor Robert 
Marshall Brown of the State Normal School at Worcester claimed to have 
demonstrated the curvature of the Earth on Lake Quinsigamond, he reacted as 
follows: 


The writer, with a first-class mechanic and a well-known up-to-date photographer, made 
a trip to Lake Quinsigamond on the 2nd day of June, 1908, and tried the same 
experiment in practically the same way, and took a photograph of the scene, which 
proved beyond any doubt in the minds of those present, that the water in that lake was 
level on the surface, and so acknowledged by the photographer, who still believes that 


the earth is a globe. 


Unfortunately, Morse did not see fit to publish this photograph in Unpopular 
Truth Against Popular Error. 


John George Abizaid, a Lebanese immigrant, wrote his Enlightenment of the 
World Geography in Arabic in 1906 and then translated it into English in 1910. He 
published a second edition in 1912 and a revised and greatly enlarged third 
edition in 1935. The second and third editions were bilingual, with the text 
presented both in English and in Arabic. He stated his purpose planely in the 
preface to the third edition: “My reason for publishing this book is not for money 
or fame, but because I wish to show people who differ from my views where 
their mistakes lie.” There was also the familiar Biblical motive: “In this Book of 
Holy Writ are proofs given by the prophets that the world is flat and stationary, 
and that the sun moon and stars are always in motion.” 


Abizaid’s works are of special interest because he originally derived his 
views independently of the zetetic tradition. Though he later became familiar 
with conventional flat-earth literature, he retained some of his unique ideas. 
Thus his “New Correct Map of the Flat Surface, Stationary Earth,” published 
about 1920, only vaguely resembles Alexander Gleason’s map. Also, to one tired 
of hearing Rowbotham’s zetetic arguments endlessly recycled, Abizaid’s 
approach to the shape of the Earth is refreshing. 


Consider the following argument: 


They say the earth is round, both land and water, and that they are always moving 
around the sun. But if you ask them how the water keeps in its bed while the earth is 
turing, they will tell you to take a pail of water and swing it fast and see, for the water 
will not come out until the pail is slowed down. 


Who has seen the earth turn around in the way that a person turns a pail? No one. 
And as long as no one has ever seen or felt the earth turn, you need not believe that it 
does so. 


Much of Abizaid’s third edition is devoted to letters from readers of 
previous editions, some apparently tongue in cheek, others quite serious. As 
alternative scientists commonly do, Abizaid apparently sent gratis copies of 
previous editions to prominent people, and he published politely worded notes 
from Richard Byrd, Hubert Wilkins, Cardinal Farley, and several Harvard 
professors. He also received enough enthusiastic letters to make it clear that, to 
many Bostonians, the spherical shape of the Earth was far from being 


established truth. 


A third Boston flat-earther, Reverend Henry J. Goudey, deserves mention 
here. Goudey’s Earth Not a Globe, a 146-page effort published in 1930, was 
“designed as an up-to-date text book, as an aid to all students, parents, teachers, 
ministers, lawyers, doctors, sea-going men, and all lovers of truth.” Goudey 
criticized Robert Goddard’s rocket experiments and efforts to reach the mythical 
South Pole, but mostly he just recycled arguments that go back to Rowbotham. 


Zetetic Astronomy’s Message 


With such a stream of zetetic literature being produced in Boston, it is all 
the more remarkable that neither Voliva nor any of his disciples ever produced a 
flat-earth book, or even a pamphlet. Except for occasional articles in Leaves of 
Healing and The Theocrat, the only flat-earth publication produced by Voliva and 
company was a special issue of Leaves of Healing published May 10, 1930, which 
was entirely devoted to the shape of the Earth. The cover photo shows Voliva 
with a book and a Gleason flat-earth map, “making a critical examination of the 
so-called proofs that the Earth is a whirling globe.” 


In the introduction, Voliva spelled out zetetic astronomy’s message as well 
as it’s ever been done: 


The so-called Fundamentalists of the Churches, in opposition to Modernism, strain out 
the gnat of Evolution and swallow the camel of Modern Astronomy. All the leading 
Modernists declare that the Bible teaches that the earth is a stationary plane. In that 
declaration, they are right, notwithstanding the fact that they reject the Bible and accept 
the teachings of Modern Astronomy. The Fundamentalists who profess to believe the 
Bible to be the Inspired Word of God, and who, in the face of this profession, accept the 
astronomical theories that are taught in schools, give the lie to their profession . . . 


While it is true that Evolution has slain its thousands, it is equally true that 
Modern Astronomy has slain its tens of thousands! Multitudes of hitherto professing 
Christians, unable to reconcile the theories of Modern Astronomy with the plain 
declarations of the Bible, have accepted those theories and rejected the Bible, so that it 
can be truthfully said that the faith of millions in God, in Jesus Christ, and in the Bible 
as the Inspired Word of God, has been uprooted and completely destroyed. 


In an article immediately following, Voliva ridiculed “the wild, idiotic 
theories of Modern Astronomy.” He came down especially hard on those who 
attempted to estimate the distance to the sun, noting that between Copernicus’s 
estimate of 3,000,000 miles and Meyer’s estimate of 104,000,000 miles there is 
“just a little insignificant difference of 101,000,000 miles.” There is more of the 
same, followed by a barrage of scripture. Other articles by Elders Chester 


Shippey and Anton Darms go on in the same vein. There is also a double-page 
photograph taken across Lake Winnebago, Wisconsin, which clearly shows the 
opposite shore, twelve miles away and theoretically below the curvature of the 
Earth. 


Under Voliva, the Christian Catholic Apostolic Church continued its 
missionary work, and Leaves of Healing was distributed in many foreign countries. 
One of its largest and most successful missions was in South Africa, a country 
founded by a Dutch flat-earther, Paul Kruger, and still something of a hotbed of 
zeteticism. To what extent Voliva’s flat-earth views were taught or absorbed 
outside of Zion is unknown. 


By the time he published the special edition of Leaves of Healing, Voliva was 
beginning to lose his iron grip on Zion. In the late ’20s, there had been an 
investigation of his financial and other activities by the Illinois legislature, which 
ended with a recommendation for prosecution. Nothing came of it, but it 
weakened his influence. Meanwhile, despite his outrageous persecutions, 
Methodists continued to proliferate in Zion, and by 1930 they had built two 
churches there. The Great Depression again brought financial problems to Zion, 
and Voliva’s influence gradually waned until his power was only spiritual. 


Zion has changed, and today you can go into the bowling alley on Sunday 
and get a drink. The Christian Catholic Apostolic Church is still a power in 
town, with a huge tabernacle and an impressive parochial school system. And 
there are still a lot of older people who have believed that the Earth is not a 
globe. 


Charles Kenneth Johnson 


In 1942, the last year of his life, Wilbur Glenn Voliva received a letter from 
a young Texan who wrote that he had never believed that the Earth is globe. 
Recently, the writer had come across a reference to Voliva’s views, and he 
wanted more information. The seventy-two-year-old Voliva sent a kind reply to 
eighteen-year-old Charles Kenneth Johnson. 


Charles Johnson was born on his father’s ranch near San Angelo, Texas, in 
1924. When his grade-school teacher showed him a globe and told him it was a 
true representation of the Earth, he refused to believe it. Pressing for an 
explanation, he was given the same bucket business ridiculed by Abizaid. He 
went home and tried it, put water in a bucket and swung it around. The water 
didn’t come out but, like Abizaid, he could see that the demonstration had 
nothing whatever to do with the shape of the Earth. 


Johnson parted company with the spherical school system as a teenager, but 
he continued his education on his own, reading voraciously. He worked in 
various places in Texas, then in Colorado, and finally ended up in California. In 
1959, he walked into a San Francisco record store to buy a copy of Acker Bilk’s 
haunting hit, “Stranger on the Shore.” Inside he found Australian-born Marjory 
Waugh buying the same record. He soon discovered that they had more in 
common than their taste in music: Marjory was also a lifelong flat-earther. Love 
and marriage ensued. 


Samuel Shenton 


Sometime in the late 1960s, the Johnsons heard about Samuel Shenton, an 
English sign painter who was trying to revive the British flat-earth movement. 
Shenton and W. Mills founded the International Flat Earth Research Society on 
December 20, 1956. Shenton did his best, but he was never able to attract many 
members. With the advent of the space program, however, he attracted a lot of 
reporters eager to hear him explain the satellites allegedly orbiting the earth, 
photos of a globe supposedly taken from deep space, etc. As is their custom, the 
British news media had a lot of fun with Shenton. A few articles about him were 
printed in America, and it was one of these that alerted the Johnsons. 


Charles Johnson immediately wrote to Samuel Shenton applying for 
membership. He was accepted and a satisfying correspondence ensued. 
Shenton’s experience with the British news media led him to believe that 
America would be more hospitable than England as international flat-earth 
headquarters. Before he died in 1971, it was Shenton’s last wish that the mantle 
of leadership and a small but precious library of flat-earth books should pass to 
Johnson. 


Under Johnson’s leadership, the Flat Earth Society has grown from a few to 
a few hundred paid-up members. Letters pour into his Lancaster, California, 
headquarters from all over the earth. His job is to get the Plane Truth before the 
public, and he conscientiously answers all requests for information. He also 
reaches the public through interviews in magazines and newspapers, frequent 
appearances on radio call-in talk shows, and occasional TV interviews and 
public lectures. 


Membership in the International Flat Earth Research Society is not open to 
everyone. Ever since Johnson felt compelled to evict a certain writer for 
spherical tendencies, he has required prospective members to sign an agreement 
stating that they will never harm, degrade, damage or defame the society. Those 


who were accepted received a membership card, a certificate, and a subscription 
tO The Flat Earth News, a marvelously outspoken quarterly tabloid with a style 
reminiscent of nineteenth-century Southern journalism. 


While Johnson hasn’t contributed much to flat-earth theory—he considers 
the present zetetic system well established and essentially complete—he has 
speculated a bit on why the globular theory prevails. Johnson believes that the 
governments of the world are all run by flat-earthers, but they keep up the 
spherical pretense to keep the masses under control. The space program is partly 
for the latter purpose and partly as a WPA project to provide jobs for otherwise 
unemployable Kennedy Democrats. One of these days, however, there will be a 
public declaration that the earth is flat, and a new era will follow. It almost 
happened at the end of World War II. 


“Uncle Joe [Stalin], Churchill, and Roosevelt laid the master plan to bring 
in the New Age under the United Nations,” Johnson declared in a 1980 
interview. “The world ruling power was to be right here in this country. After the 
war, the world would be declared flat and Roosevelt would be elected first 
president of the world. When the UN Charter was drafted in San Francisco, they 
took the flat-earth map as their symbol.” 


Indeed, the United Nations seal, and azimuthal equidistant polar projection, 
is precisely the flat-earth map as drawn by Rowbotham. Johnson believes 
Roosevelt’s death threw a monkey wrench into the plans, but the setback is only 
temporary, and the declaration may come sooner than most people think. When 
it does—when the government publicly admits that sunrise and sunset are mere 
optical illusions—the declaration will fulfill the prophecy of Isaiah 60:20 that 
“the sun shall no more go down.” Johnson believes it will usher in an era of 
peace, prosperity, and morality under a benevolent world government. Surely 
that’s something to think about. 


Charles Johnson’s lonely defense of a theory almost universally scorned 
should be an inspiration to other alternative scientists. It is not. Most of them 
will object because they appear in the same book with him. Perhaps the 
followers of Immanuel Velikovsky will object loudest of all. 


Chapter 12 


He Knew Earth Is round, 
but His Proof Fell Flat 


(Reprinted from smithsonian, April 1978) 


A renowned English naturalist, seeking to convince a nonbeliever, 


won argument, lost the money. 


On the morning of March 5, 1870, a small, grim-faced party, principals and 
seconds, met near the end of the Old Bedford Canal, 80 miles north of London. 
There was no possibility of reconciliation; gleaming instruments were removed 
from rosewood cases and the men proceeded to the task at hand. One of the 
principals was Alfred Russel Wallace, the brilliant naturalist who coincidentally 
with Darwin had arrived at the concept of evolution. The other was John 
Hampden. Their purpose was not to fight a duel, but to settle a £500 bet about 
the shape of the earth. Hampden swore roundly that the Earth is flat; Wallace 
stated flatly that it is round. Each confidently expected to pluck a £500 pigeon. 


John Hampden, the challenger, was born in 1819. His father was the rector 
of a small church and the author of a strange commentary on the prophecies of 
Daniel. John graduated from Oxford in 1839 with an interest in military affairs. 
He devised a grandiose scheme for fortifying the English coast the “rampart of 
steel,” and was incensed when the government ignored it. When new discoveries 
in geology and biology raised questions about some traditional interpretations of 
the Bible, Hampden rejected the findings of science. His absolute confidence in 
his own interpretation of the Bible led him into one of the great follies of the 19th 
century. 


In 1869 John chanced upon the foundation work of the flat-Earth theory, 
Earth Not a Globe by Samuel Birley Rowbotham. In it he found a persuasive 
refutation of Copernicus and Newton. The Bible says the earth has foundations, 
and here was proof. The Earth isn’t a ball spinning giddily through space 
(according to Rowbotham), but is a flat, immovable plane, with the North Pole at 
the center and no South Pole. The sun is small, and circles above the Earth at a 
comfortably close 700 miles. When Joshua ordered the sun to stand still, it 


stopped dead until he let it move again. Eclipses, sunsets, ships apparently 
disappearing over the horizon—all the supposed proofs of the Earth’s rotundity 
were explained away. There was instantaneous conversion at the first reading. 


The excited Hampden rushed forth to reshape the world. He sought out the 
author of Earth Not a Globe and got permission to publish a pamphlet of extracts 
from it. He located some other flat Earth pamphlets written by a printer named 
William Carpenter and bought up both the remaining stock and the copyright. 
Then, in a burst of zeal, he placed the following ad in the January 12, 1870, issue 
of Scientific Opinion: 

The undersigned is willing to deposit from £50. to £500., on reciprocal terms, and 
defies all the philosophers, divines, and scientific professors in the United Kingdom to 
prove the rotundity and revolution of the world from Scripture, from reason, or from 


fact. He will acknowledge that he has forfeited his deposit, if his opponent can exhibit, 
to the satisfaction of any intelligent referee, a convex railway, river, canal, or lake. 


John Hampden 


Alfred Russel Wallace accepted the challenge. His studies of plants and 
animals had taken him to the Amazon and the East Indies. At 47 he was a 
renowned naturalist second only to Darwin in reputation. He championed many 
unpopular causes, and was something of a do-gooder. He saw Hampden’s 
challenge as an opportunity to spike the flat-Earth nonsense and, just 
incidentally, make some money. 


Arrangements for the experiment were made through a_ lengthy 
correspondence. The naive and idealistic Wallace assumed his opponent was 
rational and a gentleman, so he began losing points immediately. To spare 
Hampden public embarrassment, he suggested a simple private demonstration, 
but John, who did want to embarrass his opponent publicly, refused vehemently. 
The wily Hampden had read in Earth Not a Globe that Old Bedford Canal had been 
proved flat, so he recommended it to Wallace as a suitable place for the 
experiment. As stakeholder and referee, Wallace appointed a complete stranger, 
John Henry Walsh, editor of the weekly country gentleman’s paper, The Field. And 
he generously allowed Hampden to appoint a second referee, one William 
Carpenter, printer and author! 


“Simple and conclusive” 


On Saturday morning, March 5, 1870, the parties to the experiment 


gathered in Downham Market, near the north end of Old Bedford Canal. One 
experiment had already proved unsatisfactory: on Wednesday, Wallace had 
attempted a demonstration with a line of markers six feet above the surface of 
the canal. Walsh was satisfied that the experiment showed the Earth’s curvature, 
but Carpenter disagreed. Faced with meeting the deadline for Saturday’s Field, 
Walsh had to return to London before the second experiment. Dr. Coulcher, a 
local surgeon, was appointed referee in his place. 


Wallace now intended to educate Hampden with a simple and conclusive 
demonstration. The Old Bedford Canal ran straight and unobstructed for nearly 
six miles between Old Bedford Bridge and Welney Bridge. By placing a tall 
marker in the middle and banners on both bridges, all at the same height above 
the water, the Earth’s curvature could easily be seen. Even allowing for 
atmospheric refraction, the center marker should appear about five feet above the 
line of sight from banner to banner. 


The little party split up. Carpenter accompanied Wallace while he rigged 
the banners on the bridges, 13 feet 4 inches above the water. They erected a pole 
in the canal midway between the bridges with a marker disc centered at the same 
height. It was nearly one o’clock by the time they joined Hampden and Dr. 
Coulcher on Welney Bridge, and there was a small crowd. 


Wallace set up a large telescope so that its optical axis was exactly 13 feet 4 
inches above the water and focused it on the distant bridge. The center disc 
showed well above the banner. Dr. Coulcher made a sketch of the view through 
the telescope, and Carpenter signed it as an accurate record of what he saw. But 
he claimed that it proved nothing, as the telescope could not be leveled. 


They had brought along a surveyor’s level, and Carpenter now fetched it 
from the carriage and helped Wallace set it up. Wallace carefully centered the 
leveling bubble and focused on the distant bridge. Carpenter looked through it 
and actually jumped for joy. The center marker was somewhat below the 
horizontal crosshair, and the banner at a similar interval below that. Most people 
would interpret that to mean that the Earth curves gently away from the observer, 
but Carpenter claimed that the equal intervals proved the level, marker and 
banner were all three in a straight line! 


Wallace was flabbergasted. He had done precisely what he had set out to 
do, and had demonstrated the curvature of the Earth in a simple manner. But 
Carpenter couldn’t or wouldn’t understand it, and Hampden wouldn’t even look 
through the telescope. 


While the naturalist alternately sputtered to himself or appealed to the 


crowd, Carpenter and Dr. Coulcher made sketches of what they saw in the 
surveyor’s level. Then, mostly in silence, the little party drove back to Old 
Bedford Bridge and repeated the observations in the opposite direction. The 
result was the same as before. 


That evening, at the Crown Hotel in Downham Market, Hampden accosted 
Wallace and demanded that he admit he had lost. Wallace’s response was to 
maintain a dignified silence. 


Crown Hotel interior 


(photo by Robert Schadewald) 


The referees, Carpenter and Dr. Coulcher, violently disagreed about the 
result, and the party dispersed in confusion. Hampden, supremely confident that 
he had won, wrote to Wallace a few days later and suggested that Walsh be 
called back, with authority to settle the matter. Wallace eagerly seconded the 
suggestion, and the editor of The Field found himself in the middle again. 


John Henry Walsh was a gentleman with a high sense of honor. As a 
prominent and respected member of the British sporting set, he had held the 
stakes for many a wager. No doubt he conscientiously studied the sketches and 
written reports submitted to him by Carpenter and Dr. Coulcher, although a 
glance at either set of sketches was sufficient. No doubt he tried to suppress the 
outrage he felt, having now learned that “unbiased” referee Carpenter was author 
of a flat-Earth book. He deliberated for two weeks, and in the March 26 issue of 
The Field he announced his decision in favor of Alfred Russel Wallace. 


The furious Hampden demanded his money back, but Walsh delivered the 
stakes to Wallace anyway. Hampden responded to this “perfidy” with a blizzard 
of pamphlets and letters to the editor in which he suggested that Walsh and 
Wallace were less than honorable. If his reasoning powers were limited, his 
supply of venom was not, and his writings are classics of denunciation. But he 
was So filled with righteous anger that everything he wrote was libelous per se. 


At first, Wallace grandly ignored him. Naturally, Hampden accepted his 
silence as an admission of guilt, and he bombarded Wallace’s friends and 
colleagues with sulfurous letters and postcards. Wallace eventually grew tired of 
having words like knave, liar, thief, swindler, imposter, rogue and felon 
associated with his name, and in January of 1871 he sued Hampden for libel. 
The suit was not contested, and Wallace was awarded £600, a large judgement in 
those days. But while Wallace was in court, Hampden signed all his assets over 
to his son-in-law and declared bankruptcy. So Wallace ended up with a 
whopping bill for legal costs and a bit more education. 


Shortly afterward, Walsh, who had also been decorated with the fallout of 
Hampden’s rage, brought a criminal action for libel. The evidence was 
overwhelming, so Hampden pleaded guilty and apologized. He was ordered to 
keep the peace for a year, the British equivalent of being on probation. 


In June, Hampden sent the following letter to Mrs. Wallace: 


Madam—If your infernal thief of a husband is brought home some day on a hurdle, 
with every bone in his body smashed to a pulp, you will know for what reason. Do you 
tell him from me he is a lying infernal thief, and as sure as his name is Wallace he never 
dies in his bed. You must be a miserable wretch to be obliged to live with a convicted 
felon. Do not think, or let him think, I have done with him. 


John Hampden 


Needless to say, Hampden soon had an opportunity to explain this letter to a 
judge. He explained that some young friends of his were very much disturbed 
about the way Wallace had treated him, and that, fearing violence, he had tried to 
warn Wallace. The judge was skeptical and ordered John to put up £100 as 
surety that he would keep the peace for three months, and also to find two other 
sureties at £50 apiece. Hampden spent a week in jail before he was able to find 
the two additional sureties. 


Criminal libel became a habit with Hampden, and in the next four years he 
was convicted three times. The first time he got off by apologizing to Wallace in 
several newspapers. The second time he was ordered to print another apology 


and to keep the peace, but the judge neglected to confiscate his ink bottle, and 
the never-peaceful John was soon sentenced to two months in Newgate prison. 
On the third occasion the disgusted judge sent him up for a year. He was released 
in six months. 


Now Hampden turned the tables and sued Walsh, the stakeholder, for his 
£500. It was ethically questionable, but he had an open-and-shut case: English 
law did not recognize wagers. That is, losers were not obligated to pay up but, 
once they had, they could not recover their money. The crux of the matter was 
that Hampden had demanded his money back before the stakes were delivered to 
Wallace. Legally, therefore, Walsh should have handed back the £500. 


Naturally, Wallace bore Walsh’s expenses in the suit. As Wallace still had a 
£600 claim against Hampden, and Hampden’s bankruptcy was obviously (and 
perhaps provably) fraudulent, an accommodation was reached whereby Wallace 
paid the costs of the suit and retained a partial claim against Hampden. He never 
got a single penny. 


For the rest of his life Hampden continued to plague Wallace but the 
naturalist resolutely ignored him. Unlike the single-minded Hampden, who 
never once doubted his own righteousness, Wallace came to view his part in the 
wager as an ethical lapse. And a costly one. He had envisioned a £500 profit but, 
years later, balancing legal expenses against monies received, he found the 
project considerably in the red. And except for his own education, the financial 
loss, embarrassment and persecution he had suffered were all for nought. 


To believers in England Hampden became a hero, a David who had boldly 
attacked Goliath and been diddled out of his victory. Besides his other activities, 
he founded and edited three short-lived flat-Earth magazines and wrote many 
articles and pamphlets. In these, he vilified you-know-who, exposed the “errors” 
of Newton, unveiled his interpretation of the laws of nature, defended his 
military genius, denounced atmospheric pressure as an “absurdity” and 
announced the impending end of the world. It came for him on January 22, 1891. 


Although Wallace had developed a perverse sort of affection for his old 
nemesis, he could have been forgiven for breathing a sigh of relief at Hampden’s 
passing. He probably didn’t. Wallace was an ardent spiritualist, and he must have 
shuddered at the thought of hearing Hampden’s voice in the seance room, 
vilifying him across the Great Void. 


Chapter 13 


The Flat-Out Truth: 
Earth Orbits? Moon Landings? A Fraud! 


(Reprinted from Science Digest, July 1980) 


The idea of a spinning globe is only a conspiracy of error that Moses, Columbus, and FDR all 
fought... 


“The facts are simple,” says Charles K. Johnson, president of the 
International Flat Earth Research Society. “The earth is flat.” 


As you stand in his front yard, it is hard to argue the point. From among the 
Joshua trees, creosote bushes, and tumbleweeds surrounding his southern 
California hillside home, you have a spectacular view of the Mojave Desert. It 
looks as flat as a pool table. Nearly 20 miles to the west lies the small city of 
Lancaster; you can see right over it. Beyond Lancaster, 20 more miles as the 
cueball rolls, the Tehachepi Mountains rise up from the desert floor. Los Angeles 
is not far to the south. 


Near Lancaster, you see the Rockwell International plant where the Space 
Shuttle was built. To the north, beyond the next hill, lies Edwards Air Force 
Base, where the Shuttle was tested. There, also, the Shuttle will land when it 
returns from orbiting the earth. (At least, that’s NASA’s story.) “You can’t orbit a 
flat earth,” says Mr. Johnson. “The Space Shuttle is a joke—and a very ludicrous 
joke.” 


His soft voice carries conviction, for Charles Johnson is on the level. He 
believes that the main purpose of the space program is to prop up a dying myth 
—the myth that the earth is a globe. 


“Nobody knows anything about the true shape of the world,” he contends. 
“The known, inhabited world is flat. Just as a guess, I’d say that the dome of 
heaven is about 4,000 miles away, and the stars are about as far as San Francisco 
is from Boston.” 


Charles Johnson (photo by Robert Schadewald) 


As shown in a map published by Johnson, the known world is as circular 
and as flat as a phonograph record. The North Pole is at the center. At the outer 
edge lies the southern ice, reputed to be a wall 150 feet high; no one has ever 
crossed it, and therefore what lies beyond is unknown. 


The sun and moon, in the Johnson version, are only about 32 miles in 
diameter. They circle above the earth in the vicinity of the equator, and their 
apparent rising and setting are tricks of perspective, like railroad tracks that 
appear to meet in the distance. The moon shines by its own light and is not 
eclipsed by the earth. Rather, lunar eclipses are caused by an unseen dark body 
occasionally passing in front of the moon. 


Johnson’s beliefs are firmly grounded in the Bible. Many verses of the Old 
Testament imply that the earth is flat, but there’s more to it than that. According 
to the New Testament, Jesus ascended up into heaven. 


“The whole point of the Copernican theory is to get rid of Jesus by saying 
there is no up and no down,” declares Johnson. “The spinning ball thing just 
makes the whole Bible a big joke.” 


Not the Bible but Johnson’s own common sense allowed him to see through 
the globe myth while he was still in grade school. He contends that sensible 
people all over the world, not just Bible believers, realize that the earth really is 
flat. 


“Wherever you find people with a great reservoir of common sense,” he 
says, “they don’t believe idiotic things such as the earth spinning around the sun. 
Reasonable, intelligent people have always recognized that the earth is flat.” 


He pauses for a sip of coffee, his eyes sparkling with animation. At 56, 
Charles Johnson is a bearded, distinguished-looking man who drinks coffee 
seemingly by the gallon. He chain-smokes, hand-rolling cigarettes so skillfully 
that they seem factory made. Unlike the stereotypical prophet, he has a wry 
sense of humor and a booming laugh. Fond of plays on words, he consistently 
pronounces Nicolaus Koppernigk’s Latinized surname as “co-pernicious.” 


The Flat Earth Society’s presidency descended upon Charles Johnson in 
accord with the last wishes of its founder, Samuel Shenton, an Englishman who 
died in 1971. The society, which will round out a quarter-century next year, is a 
spiritual inheritor of the Universal Zetetic Society, which flourished in England 
in the last century. 


Under Johnson’s full-time presidency, the society’s paid-up membership 
has grown from a few persons to a few hundred. Membership is open to anyone 
who is regarded as sincerely seeking the truth; prospective members must sign a 
statement agreeing never to defame the society. Part of the $10 annual dues pays 
for a subscription to the Flat Earth News, a marvelously outspoken four-page tabloid 
quarterly with an editorial style reminiscent of 19th-century rural journalism. 


Johnson’s office is barely controlled chaos. Books, papers, and files are 
everywhere; his desk is covered with correspondence. The flow of letters, still 
increasing, now runs around 2,000 a year, or a half-dozen every day. Some are 
properly addressed (Box 2533, Lancaster, CA 93534), but he receives any mail 
that reaches Lancaster with ‘flat earth’ on it. And such letters sometimes come 
from the far edges of the world (an expression which Johnson and his 
membership accept quite literally). Rummaging in a box on the floor, Johnson 
produces inquiries from Saudi Arabia, Iran, India. 


“Everybody who writes gets an answer,” he reports. “An application or 
whatever is called for. We serve our purpose in keeping it alive. Whosoever asks, 
receives.” The “we” includes his wife, Marjory, who is a native of Australia. The 
Johnsons met by chance in 1959, when they both went into a San Francisco store 
to buy the same record, Acker Bilk’s haunting “Stranger on the Shore.” They 
discovered that they had more in common than their tastes in music. They’re 
both vegetarians, for one thing, but the overriding interest is geography. 


“Marjory has always known that the earth is flat, too,’ says Charles 
Johnson. “As far as she knew, everybody in Australia knew it. She was rather 
shocked when she arrived here and found people speaking of Australia as being 
‘down under.’ It really offended her. She would get in quite heated arguments 
with people who seemed to accuse her of coming from down under the world.” 


Ultimately, Marjory Johnson swore in an affidavit that she had never hung by 
her feet in Australia. 


As secretary of the Flat Earth Society, she assists in running it, and writes a 
regular column in the News. She has also helped her husband perform 
experiments to determine the earth’s shape. If it is a sphere, the surface of a large 
body of water must be curved. The Johnsons have checked the surfaces of Lake 
Tahoe and the Salton Sea (a shallow salt lake in southern California near the 
Mexican border) without detecting any curvature. 


Their home is a half-mile from the nearest neighbor. Friends drop by now 
and then, but their primary companions are a half-dozen dogs, several cats, a 
flock of chickens, and a myriad of sparrows roosting in a Joshua tree just outside 
the door. No electric-power line runs to the house, for which water must be 
carried up the hill. The physical isolation is the ultimate in privacy—but another 
kind of isolation proves to be less desirable. 


“We’re two witnesses against the whole world,” observes Charles Johnson. 
“We’ve chosen that path, but it isolates us from everyone. We’re not 
complaining; it has to be. But it does kind of get to you sometimes.” 


In spite of the loneliness and the frustrations, they press on. Charles 
Johnson claims that most of the people who shaped our modern world were flat 
earthers, and some of them didn’t have it easy, either. 


You weren't aware that flat earthers have played an important part in history? Well, 
conventional histories don’t make that clear. But inasmuch as revisionist history 
is in vogue, Charles Johnson should be recognized as one of the leading 
practitioners. 


“Moses was a flat earther,” he reveals. “The Flat Earth Society was founded 
in 1492 BC, when Moses led the children of Israel out of Egypt and gave them 
the Ten Commandments at Mount Sinai.” 


Conventional biblical chronology dates the Ten Commandments to 1491 
BC, but it may be imprecise. Perhaps Johnson prefers 1492 for the symmetry. It 
was, after all, in AD 1492 that another famous flat earther made history. 


Have you heard the story about Columbus’s problems with his crew? As 
some tell it, the crew nearly mutinied because they regarded the earth as flat, and 
feared they might sail off its edge. 


“Tt was exactly the reverse,” explains Johnson. “There was a dispute out on 
the ship, but it was because Columbus was a flat earther. The others believed the 
earth to be a ball, and they just knew that they were falling over the edge and 


couldn’t get back. Columbus had to put them in irons and beat them until he 
convinced them they weren’t going over any curve, and they could return. He 
finally calmed them down.” 


Johnson believes that the ball business—though it goes back to the Greek 
philosophers—teally got rolling after the Protestant Reformation. 


“Tt’s the Church of England that’s taught that the world is a ball,” he argues. 
“George Washington, on the other hand, was a flat earther. He broke with 
England to get away from those superstitions.” If Johnson is right, the American 
Revolution failed. No prominent American politician is known to have publicly 
endorsed the flat-earth theory in the past two centuries. Nevertheless, Johnson 
contends that this nearly happened right after World War II, not for the U.S. 
alone, but for the entire world. Consider the United Nations: 
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“Uncle Joe (Stalin), Churchill, and Roosevelt laid the master plan to bring 
in the New Age under the United Nations,” Johnson discloses with confidence. 
“The world ruling power was to be right here in this country. After the war, the 
world would be declared flat and Roosevelt would be elected first president of 
the world. When the UN Charter was drafted in San Francisco, they took the 
flat-earth map as their symbol.” 


Why declare the world flat? Johnson responds that a prophesied condition 
for world government (Isaiah 60:20) is that the “sun shall no more go down.” 
This could be fulfilled by admitting that sunrise and sunset are optical illusions. 
The UN did adopt for its official seal a world map identical with the one on 
Johnson’s office wall. But Franklin Roosevelt died coincident with the UN’s 
birth, and the other imminent events described by Johnson never came about. 


What did happen, according to conventional historians, was that Russia and 
the U.S. began space programs. After the Russians sent up Sputnik in 1957, the 
space race was on in earnest. The high point came in 1969, when the U.S. landed 
men on the moon. 


That, according to Johnson, is nonsense, because, the moon landings were 
faked by Hollywood studios. He even names the man who wrote the scripts: the 
science-fiction writer Arthur C. Clarke. But he acknowledges that the moon 
landings were at least partly successful. 


“Until then,” he says, “almost no one seriously considered the world a ball. 
The landings converted a few of them, but many are coming back now and 
getting off of it.” 


Perhaps the Space Shuttle is intended to bolster the beliefs of these 
backsliders. Whatever its purpose, Johnson is convinced that it is not intended to 
actually fly. Because it was built and tested almost in his back yard, he knows 
many people who worked on it. What they’ve told him about some aspects of its 
construction only reinforces his convictions. 


“They moved it across the field,” he sneers, “and it almost fell apart. All 
those little side pieces are on with epoxy, and half fell off!” 


The Shuttle had other problems besides heat resistant tiles that wouldn’t 
stick. For instance, when the testers tried to mount it on a 747 for its first piggy- 
back test flight, it wouldn’t fit. 


“Can you imagine that?” chortles Johnson. “Millions of dollars they spent, 
and it wouldn’t fit! They had to call in a handyman to drill some new holes to 
make the thing fit. Then they took it up in the air—and some more of it fell to 
pieces.” 


If the Shuttle ever does orbit on its own, it’s supposed to return to Edwards 
Air Force Base. To Johnson, that’s appropriate enough. 


“Do you know what they’re doing at Edwards right now?” he asks. “‘Buck 
Rogers in the 25th Century’ is made right where they claim they’re going to land 
the Shuttle. Edwards is strictly a science-fiction base now. 


“Buck is a much better science program, considerably more authentic. In 
fact, I recommend that the government get out of the space business and turn the 
whole thing over to ABC, CBS, and NBC. The TV networks do a far superior 
job. They could actually pay the government for rights, and it wouldn’t cost the 
taxpayers a penny.” 


Flat Earth Society members are working actively to bring the Shuttle 
charade to an end. They hope to force the government to let the public in on 
what the power elite has known all along: the plane truth. 


“When the United States declares the earth is flat,” says Charles Johnson, 
“and we hope to be instrumental in making it do so, it will be the first nation in 
all recorded history to be known as a flat-earth nation. 


“In the old days, people believed the earth was flat, because it’s logical, but 
they didn’t have a picture of the way it was, as we have today. Our concept of 
the world is new. 


“Marjory and I are the avant garde. We’re way ahead of the pack.” 


Postscript: Much has changed since I wrote this article, both in the world at large 
and in Charles Johnson’s life. In late September 1995, the Johnsons’ venerable 
high-desert home caught fire. Charles managed to pull Marjory, by then a semi- 
invalid on supplemental oxygen, to safety, but everything else in the house was 
destroyed—their personal possessions, the Flat Earth Society library and 
archives, the membership list, everything. Having no fire insurance, the 
Johnsons were unable to rebuild. A dilapidated old house trailer, bought as a 
storage shed, survived the fire, and they took refuge there. A few months later, 
Marjory fell and broke a hip. She survived hip replacement surgery but never 
recovered her strength. On May 16, 1996, she died. 


The Flat Earth Society lives on, still doing business at Box 2533, Lancaster, CA 
93534. Charles Johnson has immersed himself in rebuilding the membership 
roster. Publication of the Flat Earth News, in hiatus since 1994, will resume with the 
December 1996 issue. 


R.J.S. (10/6/96) 


Postscript: Robert Schadewald, author of this essay, died March 12, 2000. Charles 
Johnson died March 19, 2001. He was seventy-six. For nearly thirty years 
Charles fought the lonely and futile battle to “restore the world to sanity.” 


Donald Simanek (2001) 
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Part IV 


The Plane Truth Confronts Creationism 


The Plane Truth Confronts Creationism 


Introduction 


Sometime in the late ’70s Bob read a book titled The Art of Deception. This 
book analyzes argumentative and persuasive techniques. Bob was intrigued with 
how people could defend blatantly false beliefs such as the idea that the earth is 
flat. Bob researched the history of flat-earthers exhaustively. His personal library 
contained several nineteenth-century pamphlets arguing the case for a flat-earth. 
He also spent time at the British library and several eastern U.S. libraries reading 
newspaper articles of the period in order to get firsthand accounts of flat-earth 
lectures. He was so well versed in their techniques and arguments that in 1989 he 
gave a flat-earth lecture to the Minneapolis Skeptics under the guise of the 
ninetenth-century flat-earth lecturer M. C. Flanders. 


It’s no surprise, then, that when Bob began studying the area of “scientific 
creationism,” he was similarly struck as to how someone in the late twentieth 
century could argue for the age of the Earth being at most ten thousand years 
old.12 Or that the Grand Canyon was formed over a period of months by the 
receding waters of the Noachian flood. Bob saw and developed the parallels 
between the flat-earth movement of the nineteenth century and the scientific 
creationism movement of the twentieth century. A belief in scientific creationism 
requires the believer to discount the body of knowledge incorporated in biology, 
geology, and astronomy as well as other branches of science, something 
unimaginable to Bob with his love of science. 


In a letter dated 1982, Bob spells it out: 


Thanks for your letter dated the 10th. I have been actively researching the history of the 
modern flat-earth movement for about eight years. It began in England in the mid- 
1800s, and it is a 100% Christian fundamentalist movement. The ancient Hebrews, like 
their neighbors the Egyptians and the Babylonians, were flat earthers, and their flat- 
earth cosmology is implicit throughout the Bible, from Genesis to Revelation. They 
believed that the Earth was essentially flat and literally covered by a dome (the 
“firmament”). They considered the celestial bodies small objects which moved beneath 
the dome (see Genesis 1:14, “Let there be lights in the firmament . . .”). Numerous other 
verses make sense only in the light of a flat-earth cosmology. The flat earthers argued 
that if the Bible is true at all, it must be accurate in every respect; and if the Bible is 
scientifically accurate, then the Earth is necessarily flat. If one accepts their premises, 
the argument is irrefutable. Unless one is willing to rationalize away numerous well- 
known phenomena (and assume that essentially all of the scientists in the world are 
blithering idiots) the only possible conclusion is that the Bible is not a very good 
science book. 


Flat-earthism is, of course, much more than just Bible-thumping. (In the foundation 


work of flat-earth theory, Earth Not a Globe, Samuel Birley Rowbotham made far 
fewer references to the Bible than John C. Whitcomb and Henry M. Morris made in the 


foundation work of “scientific creationism,” The Genesis Flood.) Rowbotham 
concentrated mainly on “scientific” evidence, bits and pieces culled from scientific and 
other sources which seemed to conflict with conventional theory. While he offered a 
few “proofs” that the earth is flat, he devoted most of his 400+ pages to throwing rocks 
at conventional geodesy. Other flat-earth writers followed his lead, and most flat-earth 
literature devotes far more space to criticizing conventional science than to presenting 
evidence that the earth is flat. These “scientific” arguments should not lead anyone 
astray, however; to my knowledge, every English speaking flat earther who has ever 
lived has actually been a flat earther because of the Bible. 


The flat-earth movement peaked in England in the late 19th century under the Universal 
Zetetic Society. The UZS had a corps of lecturers that stumped the United Kingdom 
exhorting the faithful and excoriating the spherical. The society also published and sold 
literature (books, pamphlets, and a periodical) and organized public debates when 
possible. The movement seems to have died out about the time of World War I, but by 
then Wilbur Glenn Voliva was carrying on the tradition in America. His Christian 
Catholic Apostolic Church of Zion, Illinois, numbered thousands of souls, all of them 
(at least nominally) flat earthers. The CCAC had its own Christian school system and, 
according to the Zion Historical Society, in some cases three generations of Zionites 
learned in school that the earth is actually flat and that conventional science is a Satanic 
plot. 


While flat-earthism is in decline at the moment, we have a vital and outstanding parallel 
available for study. “Scientific” creationism is a carbon copy of the flat-earth 
movement, from its basis in Bibliolatry to its concentration on attacking conventional 
science rather than presenting evidence in its own behalf. Like the flat earthers, every 
“scientific creationist” I’ve ever heard of has been first and foremost a fundamentalist 
who denies the validity of conventional science on Biblical grounds. 


I’m not surprised that you’ve had difficulty getting information from the International 
Flat Earth Research Society of America. Charles Johnson can be a bit difficult at times. 
He is perfectly sincere in his beliefs, and he has little patience with people who don’t 
see things his way, especially if he catches them playing games with him in an attempt 
to get information. Ironically, though he carries on a well-established tradition of the 
flat-earth movement by ridiculing evolution every chance he gets, he has no time at all 
for the “scientific creationists.” Like America’s greatest flat earther Wilbur Glenn 
Voliva, he scorns those fundamentalists who “strain out the gnat of Evolution and 
swallow the camel of Modern Astronomy.” While Johnson personally opposes 
legislation, I suspect that if flat earthers had the political clout, they would try to pass 
laws requiring public schools to give equal time to flat-earthism, just as the creationists 
are doing. 


I hope the foregoing answers your questions. 


“The Plane Truth Confronts Creationism” develops Bob’s idea that the flat- 
earth movement and scientific creationism are virtually analogous with one 
another. 


Chapter 14 


Palming Off Religious Dogma 
as Science 


(Reprinted from the bes moines register, Thursday, April 12, 
1979) 


There is a bill before the Minnesota Legislature to regulate what Minnesota 
public schools can teach about “theories of origins.” It would require teachers 
addressing the topic to give “reasonably equal emphasis” to the theory of 
evolution and the theory of creation. [A similar bill is being debated in the Iowa Legislature]. 


Ignoring the question of academic freedom, the bill should be defeated 
because (a) it is an attempt to palm off religious dogma as science, and (b) in any 
case, scientific truth cannot be established by law. 


Similar bills were proposed last year. One defined “special creation” to 
mean that “all matter and life was created out of nothing (ex nihilo) by divine 
power approximately 6,000 to 10,000 years ago in six solar days.” This year’s 
creation bill is more vaguely worded, but the idea, purpose and people 
promoting it are the same. 


The creationist movement is gaining momentum. Led by the San Diego- 
based Institute for Creation Research, the creationists have succeeded in 
influencing the science education programs in several states. But by no stretch of 
the imagination is “scientific creationism” a science. 


The essence of science is the pursuit of truth. Scientific theories of the 
origin of life and the universe have been molded to fit an immense body of 
evidence gathered from many fields of science. The theories have been modified 
many times to accommodate new evidence, and no scientist doubts that they will 
be further modified in the future. 


Creationists do not pursue truth; they claim to possess it. Unlike a scientific 
theory, creationist dogma is basically unalterable. Creationism comes from the 
book of Genesis, and creationists reject any evidence that won’t fit their 
doctrine. 


(Creationists try to claim that evolution is also a religious dogma. If so, it is 


remarkably broad-based. Millions of fundamentalist Christians, liberal 
Christians, Jews, Moslems, Hindus, Buddhists, agnostics and theists accept the 
basic outline of evolution. By contrast, creationists are almost 100 percent 
fundamentalist Christians.) 


With or without its religious aspects, creationism is scientifically absurd. 
True, creationists are on safe ground denying the spontaneous origin of life, 
which is purely speculative. And they would be on safe ground if they claimed 
(what many Christians believe) that the development of complex life forms was 
divinely guided, or perhaps a series of independent creations. 


But creationists insist that the universe is only a few thousand years old, 
and that all life forms appeared on earth within a few days. Striking evidence to 
the contrary comes from almost every branch of science. 


Astronomers, for instance, have a good idea of the scale of the universe. 
The “nearby” Andromeda galaxy, visible to the naked eye on a clear, dark night, 
is about 2 million light years away. If the stars of the Andromeda galaxy were 
created just a few thousand years ago, their light wouldn’t have reached us yet. 


Geologists have gleaned evidence of the great age of the Earth from rock 
strata, fossil sequences, ocean bottom sediment cores, continental drift, etc. 


Physicists provided geologists with an important key. Using known rates of 
radioactive decay as a clock, rocks from the Earth, the moon and meteorites have 
been shown to be billions of years old. 


Archaeologists have found human artifacts from long before creationists 
claim creation took place. 


Anyone who reads creationist literature or attends creationist lectures will 
discover that the essence of creationism is proving that most astronomers, 
geologists, physicists, archaeologists—everyone but creationists, it seems—are 
deluded or dishonest. 


A similar (and far less subtly worded) attack on the judgement and integrity 
of scientists was made by the flat earthers of 19th-century England. Though the 
flat-earth literature is more outspoken than creationist literature, the types and 
methods of argument are curiously similar. 


Like the modern creationists, the flat earthers were (and are) motivated by a 
literal interpretation of certain parts of the Bible. They had an elaborate system 
of “scriptural science” to support the plane truth, just as the creationists have an 
elaborate system of answers to scientific objections. 


The Universal Zetetic Society (flat earthers) had a skilled corps of lecturers 
who criss-crossed England exhorting the faithful and, when possible, debating 
the spherical. Because opponents were frequently unprepared for their ingenious 
arguments, the flat earthers sometimes won the debates. Lecturers from the 
Institute of Creation Research use the same tactics, and enjoy the same success. 


Finally, the creationists have painted themselves into the same emotional 
and intellectual corner that the flat earthers did. They have staked their 
emotional well-being on the absolute truth of the Bible, and the truth of the Bible 
on their own interpretation of it. 


Politicians have tried to legislate science before. On Feb. 5, 1897, the 
Indiana House of Representatives unanimously passed a bill discarding the 
familiar 3.14159-plus value for pi, and replacing it with 3.2. The Indiana Senate 
wisely let the bill die. Let us hope that both houses of the Minnesota Legislature 
will do the same with the creation bill. 


Chapter 15 


Looking for Lighthouses 
(Reprinted from Creation/Evolution #31 [1992]) 


The toolkit of the obscurantist is limited. As a result, a few themes and 
modes of argument tend to recur whenever well-founded views are 
systematically attacked. A 19th century argument about lighthouses illustrates 
this fact and illuminates a central apologetic method of modern creation science. 


Sometime in 1868, an itinerant lecturer who called himself “Parallax” gave 
a series of evening lectures on zetetic astronomy in the ancient Roman city of 
York, 180 miles north-northwest of London. The lecturer’s real name was 
Samuel Birley Rowbotham. Zetetic astronomy was a flat-earth system he had 
largely invented, and he had then been promoting it in public lectures for nearly 
two decades. Zetetic Astronomy: Earth Not a Globe was also the subject of his 221-page 
book (Rowbotham, 1865). In his book and in his lectures, “Parallax” 
(Rowbotham) made a simple, basic argument: If the earth is globe, you can 
throw out your Bible. He bolstered this claim with many arguments from the 
natural world, some of them involving lighthouses. 


Reverend M. R. Bresher, vicar of St. Martin’s in Coney-street, York, found 
out about the flat-earth lecture series only after the fact. Reverend Bresher, who 
had an M.A. from Cambridge, knew some astronomy, and he was concerned 
because “many of those who listened to the Lecturer’s fervid denunciations of 
the newtonian system as utterly absurd in itself, and subversive of all belief in 
the inspiration of the Bible, seem to have been carried away by his declamation, 
and to have become converts to his system.” Obtaining a copy of Zetetic Astronomy, 
Reverend Bresher studied it carefully and then wrote a detailed rebuttal entitled 
The Newtonian System of Astronomy; with a Reply to the Various Objections Made Against it by 


“Parallax” (1868). 


As suggested previously, Rowbotham used the same tactics to sell zetetic 
astronomy that Henry Morris uses to sell creation science. He raised various 
objections against the conventional view to cast doubt on the competence, 
veracity, and motives of scientists and then hit listeners (and readers) with the 
Biblical hard sell. This was just as effective at a mid-19th century flat-earth 
lecture as it is at a late-20th century “Back to Genesis” seminar. Moreover, 


unlike modern creation science, zetetic astronomy was not just smoke and 
mirrors. Rowbotham really did have a (relatively) coherent alternative to the 
conventional view, and he set forth his system in his book and his lectures. 


The details of zetetic astronomy and Reverend Bresher’s dissection of it 
need not concern us here. We will discuss only Rowbotham’s arguments based 
on lighthouses. 


Before the days of electronic navigation systems, lighthouses were vitally 
important to mariners. Standard navigation references (such as Bowditch) 
contained detailed descriptions of the locations, characteristics, and visibility of 
the most important lights. Navigation charts showed the exact positions of all 
lighthouses, and local pilotage guides listed all lights in a given area. Besides 
these, the standard English-language reference was known aS Lighthouses of the World 
(Findlay, 1862). Rowbotham made extensive use of Lighthouses of the World, aS the 
following quotation illustrates: 


This conclusion [that the earth is flat] is greatly confirmed by the experience of 
mariners in regard to certain lighthouses. Where the light is fixed and very brilliant it 
can be seen at a distance, which the present doctrine of the earth’s rotundity would 
render altogether impossible. For instance, at page 35 of “Lighthouses of the World,” 
the Ryde Pier Light, erected in 1852, is described as a bright fixed light, 21 feet above 
high water, and visible from an altitude of 10 feet at the distance of 12 nautical or 14 
statute miles. The altitude of 10 feet would place the horizon at the distance of 4 statute 
miles from the observer. The square of the remaining 10 statute miles will give a fall or 
curvature downwards from the horizon of 66 feet. Deduct from this 21 feet, the altitude 
of the light, and we have 45 feet as the amount which the light ought to be below the 
horizon! 


Rowbotham’s calculation is correct, although he made no allowance for 
atmospheric refraction. But even deducting 1/7 of the dip for refraction (a 
generous correction) does not solve the problem for sphericity. Rowbotham went 
on: 


By the same authority, at page 39, the Bidston Hill Lighthouse, near Liverpool, is 228 
feet above high water, one bright fixed light, visible 23 nautical or very nearly 27 
statute miles. Deducting 4 miles for the height of the observer, squaring the remaining 
23 miles and multiplying that product by 8 inches we have a downward curvature of 
352 feet; from this deduct the altitude of the light, 228 feet, and there remains 124 feet 
as the distance which the light should be below the horizon! 


Again, Rowbotham’s arithmetic is correct, and even a generous correction 
for atmospheric refraction cannot solve the problem for sphericity. Rowbotham 
gave about 20 such examples in Zetetic Astronomy, and he averred that “many other 
cases could be given from the same work, shewing that the practical 


observations of mariners, engineers, and surveyors entirely ignore the doctrine 
that the earth is a globe.” 


Suspicious reader that you are, you probably wonder whether Rowbotham 
cited Lighthouses of the World correctly. Bresher wondered, too. When he consulted 
the work, however, he found that the published numbers were exactly as 
Rowbotham stated them. But that was not the whole story. Bresher noted: 


I have carefully looked over the book alluded to, and find that out of above 2000 cases, 
the few selected by “Parallax” are nearly the whole that do not verify the truth of the 
doctrine in question. And what do these few, about thirty out of upwards of 2000, 
prove? 


An excellent question. Before considering it, we should note another of 
Bresher’s discoveries: 


[While “Parallax” was attentively scanning the “Lighthouses of the World” to find out 
some that could be seen farther than they ought to be seen, on the supposition that the 
earth is a globe of about 25,000 miles in circumference; he could not but find many 


more which cannot be seen as far as they ought to be, on the above supposition .. . 


The proper conclusion from the above facts is, that either there is a misprint in the book 
at these places, or that the localities where these lighthouses are situated possess some 
peculiarities which, if known, would account for these deviations. For it is a monstrous 
assertion which “Parallax” makes . . . that one single instance, like the one he mentions, 
entirely destroys the doctrine of the earth’s rotundity. 


Well said, Reverend Bresher! 


Rowbotham, of course, was neither the first nor last to promote the 1.5% of 
the data that supported his position while ignoring the 98.5% that contradicted it. 
This technique is the common property of those determined to convince others 
of their position by whatever methods they find expedient. Thus, many 
creationist evangelists comb the scientific literature trying to find things that 
don’t seem to fit the conventional view. Then they present these anomalies to the 
public as representative, just as Rowbotham presented his anomalous 
lighthouses. 


Looking for lighthouses is, of course, easier than trying to construct a 
creation model. Despite assertions to the contrary, no predictive “creation 
model” of the biological world exists. For years, I have been asking prominent 
creationists to tell me what the creation model is and on what scientific basis it 
accounts for homologous structures, molecular phylogenies, and so forth. The 
silence has been deafening. Like a lonely child’s imaginary friend, the creation 


model is much talked about but never actually presented for inspection. In this 
respect, flat earthism is better science than creationism. The flat-earth model is 
real (Schadewald, 1989), and no prominent flat earther was ever struck dumb 
when asked to say what it is. 


And what about Rowbotham’s anomalous lighthouses? Beats me. Perhaps 
the reported observations were made under unusual conditions. Perhaps, for 
those lighthouses still operating, new observations would not confirm the 
reported anomalies. By now, however, some of Rowbotham’s lighthouses 
presumably have been closed, torn down, or destroyed by the elements. For 
these, we will never know. One thing is certain; those who seek only anomalous 
lighthouses will never find light. 
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Chapter 16 


The Flat-Earth Bible 
(Reprinted from The Bulletin of the Tychonian Society #44 [July 1987]) 


When I first became interested in the flat earthers in the early 1970s, I was 
surprised to learn that flat earthism in the English-speaking world is and always 
has been entirely based upon the Bible. I have since assembled and read an 
extensive collection of flat-earth literature. The Biblical arguments for flat 
earthism that follow come mainly from my reading of flat-earth literature, 
augmented by my own reading of the Bible. 


Except among Biblical inerrantists, it is generally agreed that the Bible 
describes an immovable earth. At the 1984 National Bible-Science Conference 
in Cleveland, geocentrist James N. Hanson told me there are hundreds of 
scriptures that suggest the earth is immovable. I suspect some must be a bit 
vague, but here are a few obvious texts: 


1 Chronicles 16:30: “He has fixed the earth firm, immovable.” 

Psalm 93:1: “Thou hast fixed the earth immovable and firm. . .” 

Psalm 96:10: “He has fixed the earth firm, immovable. . .” 

Psalm 104:5: “Thou didst fix the earth on its foundation so that it never can be shaken.” 


Isaiah 45:18: “. .. who made the earth and fashioned it, and himself fixed it fast...” 


Suffice to say that the earth envisioned by flat earthers is as immovable as 
any geocentrist could desire. Most (perhaps all) scriptures commonly cited by 
geocentrists have also been cited by flat earthers. The flat-earth view is 
geocentricity with further restrictions. 


Like geocentrists, flat-earth advocates often give long lists of texts. Samuel 
Birley Rowbotham, founder of the modern flat-earth movement, cited 76 
scriptures in the last chapter of his monumental second edition of Earth Not a Globe. 
Apostle Anton Darms, assistant to the Reverend Wilbur Glenn Voliva,America’s 


best known flat-earther, compiled 50 questions about the creation and the shape 
of the earth, bolstering his answers with up to 20 scriptures each. Rather than 
presenting an exhaustive compendium of flat-earth scriptures, I focus on those 
which seem to me the strongest. I also comment on some attempts to find the 
earth’s sphericity in the Bible. 


Scriptural quotes, unless otherwise noted, are from the New English Bible. 
Hebrew and Greek translations are from Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible. The 
Biblical cosmology is never explicitly stated, so it must be pieced together from 
scattered passages. The Bible is a composite work, so there is no a priori reason 
why the cosmology assumed by its various writers should be relatively 
consistent, but it is. The Bible is, from Genesis to Revelation, a flat-earth book. 


This is hardly surprising. As neighbors, the ancient Hebrews had the 
Egyptians to the southwest and the Babylonians to the northeast. Both 
civilizations had flat-earth cosmologies. The Biblical cosmology closely 
parallels the Sumero-Babylonian cosmology, and it may also draw upon 
Egyptian cosmology.The Babylonian universe was shaped like a modern domed 
stadium. The Babylonians considered the earth essentially flat, with a continental 
mass surrounded by ocean. The vault of the sky was a physical object resting 
upon the ocean’s waters (and perhaps also upon pillars). Sweet (salt-free) waters 
below the Earth sometimes manifest themselves as springs. The Egyptian 
universe was also enclosed, but it was rectangular instead of round. Indeed, it 
was shaped much like an old-fashioned steamer trunk. (The Egyptians pictured 
the goddess Nut stretched across the sky as the enclosing dome.) What was the 
Hebrew view of the universe? 


The Order of Creation 


The Genesis creation story provides the first key to the Hebrew cosmology. 
The order of creation makes no sense from a conventional perspective but is 
perfectly logical from a flat-earth viewpoint. The earth was created on the first 
day, and it was “without form and void (Genesis 1:2).” On the second day, a 
vault (the “firmament” of the King James version) was created to divide the 
waters, some being above and some below the vault. Only on the fourth day 
were the sun, moon, and stars created, and they were placed “in” (not “above’’) 
the vault. 


The Vault of Heaven 


The vault of heaven is a crucial concept. The word “firmament” appears in 


the King James version of the Old Testament 17 times, and in each case it is 
translated from the Hebrew word raqiya, which meant the visible vault of the sky. 
The word raqiya comes from riqqua, meaning “beaten out.” In ancient times, brass 
objects were either cast in the form required or beaten into shape on an anvil. A 
good craftsman could beat a lump of cast brass into a thin bowl. Thus, Elihu asks 
Job, “Can you beat out [raqa] the vault of the skies, as he does, hard as a mirror 
of cast metal (Job 37:18)?” 


The vault of heaven. (picture by Robert Schadewald) 


Elihu’s question shows that the Hebrews considered the vault of heaven a 
solid, physical object. Such a large dome would be a tremendous feat of 
engineering. The Hebrews (and supposedly Yahweh Himself) considered it 
exactly that, and this point is hhmmered home by five scriptures: 


Job 9:8, “. .. who by himself spread out the heavens [shamayim] . . .” 


Psalm 19:1, “The heavens [shamayim] tell out the glory of God, the vault of heaven 
[raqiya] reveals his handiwork.” 


Psalm 102:25, “. .. the heavens [shamayim] were thy handiwork.” 


Isaiah 45:12, “I, with my own hands, stretched out the heavens [shamayim] and caused 
all their host to shine .. .” 


Isaiah 48:13, “. .. with my right hand I formed the expanse of the sky [shamayim] . . .” 


If these verses are about a mere illusion of a vault, they are surely much ado 
about nothing. Shamayim comes from shameh, a root meaning to be lofty. It literally 
means the sky. Other passages complete the picture of the sky as a lofty, physical 
dome. God “sits throned on the vaulted roof of earth [chuwg], whose inhabitants 
are like grasshoppers. He stretches out the skies [shamayim] like a curtain, he 
spreads them out like a tent to live in. . . [Isaiah 40:22].” Chuwg literally means 
“circle” or “encompassed.” By extension, it can mean roundness, as in a rounded 
dome or vault. Job 22:14 says God “walks to and fro on the vault of heaven 
[chuwg].” In both verses, the use of chuwg implies a physical object, on which one 
can sit and walk. Likewise, the context in both cases requires elevation. In 
Isaiah, the elevation causes the people below to look small as grasshoppers. In 
Job, God’s eyes must penetrate the clouds to view the doings of humans below. 
Elevation is also implied by Job 22:12: “Surely God is at the zenith of the 
heavens [shamayim] and looks down on all the stars, high as they are.” 


This picture of the cosmos is reinforced by Ezekiel’s vision. The Hebrew 
word raqiya appears five times in Ezekiel, four times in Ezekiel 1:22-26 and once 
in Ezekiel 10:1. In each case the context requires a literal vault or dome. The 
vault appears above the “living creatures” and glitters “like a sheet of ice.” 
Above the vault is a throne of sapphire (or lapis lazuli). Seated on the throne is 
“a form in human likeness,” which is radiant and “like the appearance of the 
glory of the Lord.” In short, Ezekiel saw a vision of God sitting throned on the 
vault of heaven, as described in Isaiah 40:22. 


The Shape of the Earth 


Disregarding the dome, the essential flatness of the earth’s surface is 
required by verses like Daniel 4:10-11. In Daniel, the king “saw a tree of great 
height at the centre of the earth . . . reaching with its top to the sky and visible to 
the earth’s farthest bounds.” If the earth were flat, a sufficiently tall tree would be 
visible to “the earth’s farthest bounds,” but this is impossible on a spherical 
earth. Likewise, in describing the temptation of Jesus by Satan, Matthew 4:8 
says, “Once again, the devil took him to a very high mountain, and showed him 
all the kingdoms of the world [cosmos] in their glory.” Obviously, this would be 
possible only if the earth were flat. The same is true of Revelation 1:7: “Behold, 
he is coming with the clouds! Every eye shall see him. . .” 


The Celestial Bodies 


The Hebrews considered the celestial bodies relatively small. The Genesis 
creation story indicates the size and importance of the earth relative to the 


celestial bodies in two ways, first by their order of creation, and second by their 
positional relationships. They had to be small to fit inside the vault of heaven. 
Small size is also implied by Joshua 10:12, which says that the sun stood still “in 
Gibeon” and the moon “in the Vale of Aijalon.” 


Further, the Bible frequently presents celestial bodies as exotic living 
beings. For example, “In them [the heavens], a tent is fixed for the sun, who 
comes out like a bridegroom from his wedding canopy, rejoicing like a strong 
man to run his race. His rising is at one end of the heavens, his circuit touches 
their farthest ends; and nothing is hidden from his heat (Psalm 19:4-6).” The 
stars are anthropomorphic demigods. When the earth’s cornerstone was laid “the 
morning stars sang together and all the sons of God shouted aloud (Job 38:7).” 
The morning star is censured for trying to set his throne above that of other stars: 


You thought in your own mind, I will scale the heavens; I will set my throne high above 
the stars of God, I will sit on the mountain where the gods meet in the far recesses of 
the north. I will rise high above the cloud-banks and make myself like the most high 
(Isaiah 14:13-14). 


Deuteronomy 4:15-19 recognizes the god-like status of stars, noting that 
they were created for other peoples to worship. 


Stars can fall from the skies according to Daniel 8:10 and Matthew 24:29. 
The same idea is found in the following extracts from Revelation 6:13-16: 


. . . the stars in the sky fell to the earth, like figs shaken down by a gale; the sky 
vanished, as a scroll is rolled up . . . they called out to the mountains and the crags, 
“Fall on us and hide us from the face of the One who sits on the throne .. .” 


This is consistent with the Hebrew cosmology previously described, but it 
is ludicrous in the light of modern astronomy. If one star let alone all the stars in 
the sky “fell” on the earth, no one would be hollering from any mountain or 
crag. The writer considered the stars small objects, all of which could fall to the 
earth without eradicating human life. He also viewed the sky as a physical 
object. The stars are inside the sky, and they fall before the sky opens. When it is 
whisked away, it reveals the One throned above (see Isaiah 40:22). 


Weaker Arguments 


Flat earthers also offer some scriptural arguments that are (in my view) 
weak, ambiguous, erroneous, or irrelevant. (Ironically, it is these that apologists 
for sphericity usually choose to deal with in their rebuttals to the flat earthers!) 


The weak and ambiguous arguments can help support a cumulative picture but 
are insufficient on their own. 


One of the weaker scriptural arguments is that the sky literally has openings 
(windows) which God can open to let the waters above fall to the surface as rain 
(see Genesis 7:11, Genesis 8:2, Isaiah 24:18-19, Jeremiah 51:15-16, and Malachi 
3:10). While the idea and scriptures are certainly consistent with the flat-earth 
cosmology, they could (for instance) refer to openings in a spherical shell 
surrounding a spherical earth. The same applies to the Tower of Babel story in 
Genesis 11:4, often cited as an attempt to literally reach the heavens. 


Likewise, flat earthers frequently cite the numerous Old Testament verses 
referring to the earth’s foundations (see 2 Samuel 22:16, Job 38:4, Psalm 18:15, 
Proverbs 8:29, Isaiah 24:18, and numerous others). Foundations are, however, 
fairly well-covered by geocentricity. No one would argue for a flat earth solely 
on the basis of “foundations” quotes. 

Another less-than-conclusive argument that the Bible is a flat-earth book is 
its references to the earth’s “corners.” For example, “After this, I saw four angels 
stationed at the four corners [gonia] of the earth holding back the four winds .. . 
(Revelation 7:1).” Spherical apologists are quick to point out that the Greek gonia 
can refer to regions rather than points. Most translations of the Bible opt for 
points (the King James version says “on the corners of the earth”), implying that 
the writer viewed the habitable earth as a four-cornered area. (This was indeed 
the way many early churchmen interpreted it [Cosmas, 548]. The modern flat- 
earth model doesn’t have literal corners.) The corners could, however, be those 
regions at the ends of the earth referred to by Jeremiah: “[H]e brings up the mist 
from the ends of the earth, he opens rifts for the rain and brings the wind out of 
his storehouses (Jeremiah 51:16).” We shall return to the ends of the earth. 


The Biblical view of the universe is relatively clear and consistent. Biblical 
statements bearing on cosmology are (with one possible exception yet to be 
discussed) consistent with the well-known flat-earth cosmologies of the ancient 
Near East, but they are often flatly contradicted by modern science. How do 
spherical apologists reply? 


Spherical Apologetics 


Those who claim Biblical support for a spherical earth typically ignore this 
forest of consistency and focus on one or two aberrant trees. Some take refuge in 
audacity. Henry Morris, president of the Institute for Creation Research, cites 
one of the more explicitly flat-earth verses in the Old Testament Isaiah 40:22, the 


“grasshopper” verse quoted earlier as evidence for the sphericity of the earth. 
Quoting the King James version “he sitteth upon the circle of the earth” Morris 
ignores the context and the grasshoppers and claims “circle” should read 
“sphericity” or “roundness” [1956, 8]. This divide and conquer strategy is poor 
scholarship and worse logic. 


Heroic efforts have been made by apologists to explain away the 
firmament, which encloses the celestial bodies, has waters above it, and is a 
masterpiece proving the Creator’s craftsmanship. The late Harold W. Armstrong 
argued that it (i.e., the Firmament) is empty Newtonian space, and that the 
“waters above” still surround the edges of the universe, though perhaps not in 
liquid form [1979, 26]. This simply ignores difficulties and invents evidence. 
Gerardus Bouw tried to identify the firmament as a mathematical plenum [1987]. 
In my view, it is a grave error to reinterpret ancient documents to force their 
authors to speak with moder voices. Gary Zukov [1979] and Fritjof Capra 
[1976], for instance, read modern physics into the teachings of eastern 
mysticism. I consider all such attempts equally suspect. 


Perhaps the scripture most frequently offered as evidence of the earth’s 
sphericity is the King James version of Job 26:7, “He stretcheth out the north 
[tsaphon] over the empty place, and hangeth the earth upon nothing [beliymah].” (The 
New English Bible translates it, “God spreads the canopy of the sky over chaos and 
suspends earth in the void.”) It is not clear what this means. The Hebrew tsaphon 
literally meant hidden or dark, and it was used in reference to the northern 
regions. Beliymah literally means “nothing.” That would contradict all of the 
scriptures which say the earth rests on foundations, but that interpretation is not 
necessary. We will return to Job 26:7 later. 


Speaking of foundations, Gerardus Bouw, in an undated paper entitled “The 
Form of the Earth,” cites a barrage of scriptures about the foundations of the 
earth or world as evidence for sphericity. All (or nearly all) of these verses have 
traditionally been used by flat-earthers to prove the earth flat. If one views the 
earth as an architectural structure with floor, curtain walls, and a roof, it is 
natural to assume it has foundations (and, I might add, a cornerstone). Why a 
sphere would have foundations escapes me. Bouw’s argument that these 
scriptures refer to the earth’s core seems strained at best. Also strained is Bouw’s 
interpretation of “the ends of the earth” as the points most distant from 
Jerusalem, and his identification of the Chukchi Peninsula of the Soviet Union, 
Alaska, Cape Horn, and the southeastern tip of Australia as the “four corners” of 
the earth. 


Bouw’s most interesting argument for sphericity is based on the gospel of 
Luke. He compares the King James version of Luke 17:31 and 17:34. The 
former says “In that day, he which shall be upon the house top . . .” and the latter 
“in that night there shall be two men in one bed... .” (italics added). Bouw then 
cites 1 Corinthians 15:52 to argue that the events are simultaneous, claiming 
simultaneity is possible only on a spherical earth. First of all, the latter claim is 
wrong. The modern (though not the ancient) flat-earth model has day and night 
occurring simultaneously at different points on earth. Second, the Greek hemera 
was used much like the English “day.” It could mean the daylight hours, a 24- 
hour day, or (figuratively) an epoch of unspecified length. Third, Luke appears to 
have been writing figuratively, and citing Paul to prove otherwise begs the 
question. 


One more spherical argument deserves notice. The 1985 National Creation 
Conference in Cleveland ended with a formal debate on the relative merits of 
heliocentricity and geocentricity. Richard Niessen of Christian Heritage College, 
defending the Copernican view, remarked that the Bible teaches a spherical earth 
because it treats north and south as absolutes, but east and west as relative. As 
evidence of the latter, he cited Psalm 103:12 which says, “As far as the east is 
from the west, so far has he put our offences from us.” Again, the modern flat- 
earth model holds that north and south are absolutes, but east and west are 
relative. In the ancient flat-earth model, however, east and west were about as far 
apart as you could get, which seems to be the image Psalm 103:12 was intended 
to invoke. 


In my view, all arguments to prove the Bible teaches a spherical earth are 
weak if not wrong-headed. On the other hand, the flat-earth cosmology 
previously described is historically consistent and requires none of the special 
pleading apparently necessary to harmonize the Bible with sphericity. 


The Book of Enoch 


The cosmology previously described is derived from the Bible itself, 
following the 19th century flat-earthers. Some of the evidence is more 
ambiguous than we would like. Ambiguities in ancient documents can often be 
elucidated by consulting contemporary documents. The most important ancient 
document describing Hebrew cosmology is 1 Enoch (sometimes called the 
Ethiopic Book of Enoch), one of those long, disjointed, scissors and paste jobs 
beloved by ancient scribes. For a dozen or so centuries, European scholars knew 
1 Enoch only from numerous passages preserved in the patristic literature. In 
1773, the Scottish adventurer James Bruce found complete copies in Ethiopia. 


Numerous manuscripts of 1 Enoch have since been found in Ethiopian 
monasteries. Turn of the century scholars concluded that parts of the book are 
pre-Maccabean, and most (perhaps all) of it was composed by 100 BC [Charles, 
1913]. These conclusions were largely vindicated when numerous fragments of 1 
Enoch were found among the so-called Dead Sea Scrolls at Qumran. There have 
been two major English translations of 1 Enoch, the 1913 translation of R. H. 
Charles and the 1983 translation by E. Isaac. All of the quotations that follow 
come from the newer translation. 


The importance of 1 Enoch is poorly appreciated outside the scholarly 
community. Comparison of its text with New Testament books reveals that many 
Enochian doctrines were taken over by early Christians. E. Isaac writes: 


There is little doubt that 1 Enoch was influential in molding New Testament doctrines 
concerning the nature of the Messiah, the Son of Man, the messianic kingdom, 
demonology, the future, resurrection, final judgment, the whole eschatological theater, 
and symbolism. No wonder, therefore, that the book was highly regarded by many of 
the apostolic and Church Fathers [1986, 10]. 


First Enoch influenced Matthew, Luke, John, Acts, Romans, and several 
other New Testament books. The punishment of the fallen angels described in 2 
Peter seems to come directly from 1 Enoch, as does much of the imagery (or 
even wording) in Revelation. The Epistle of Jude contains the most dramatic 
evidence of its influence when it castigates “enemies of religion” as follows: 


It was to them that Enoch, the seventh in descent from Adam, directed his prophecy 
when he said: “I saw the Lord come with his myriads of angels, to bring all men to 
judgment and to convict all the godless of all the godless deeds they had committed, 
and of all the defiant words which godless sinners had spoken against him (Jude 14- 
15).” 


The inner quote, 1 Enoch1:9, is found in the original Hebrew on a recently- 
published Qumran fragment [Shanks, 1987, 18]. By attributing prophecy to 
Enoch, Jude confers inspired status upon the book. 


First Enoch is important for another reason. Unlike the canonical books of 
the Bible, which (in my view) were never meant to teach science, sections of 1 
Enoch were intended to describe the natural world. The narrator sometimes 
sounds like a 2nd century BC Carl Sagan explaining the heavens and earth to the 
admiring masses. The Enochian cosmology is precisely the flat-earth cosmology 
previously derived from the canonical books. 


The Ends of the Earth 


The angel Uriel guided Enoch in most of his travels. They made several 
trips to the ends of the earth, where the dome of heaven came down to the 
surface. For instance, Enoch says: 


I went to the extreme ends of the earth and saw there huge beasts, each different from 
the other and different birds (also) differing from one another in appearance, beauty, 
and voice. And to the east of those beasts, I saw the ultimate ends of the earth which 
rests on the heaven. And the gates of heaven were open, and I saw how the stars of 
heaven come out... (1 Enoch 33:1-2). 


(The sharp-eyed reader will note what I suspect is an editing error in the 
Isaac translation. The earth resting on the heaven makes no sense. R. H. Charles 
has “whereon the heaven rests.”) Again, Enoch says, “I went in the direction of 
the north, to the extreme ends of the earth, and there at the extreme end of the 
whole world I saw a great and glorious seat. There (also) I saw three open gates 
of heaven; when it blows cold, hail, frost, snow, dew, and rain, through each one 
of the (gates) the winds proceed in the northwesterly direction (1 Enoch 34:1- 
2).” This accords well with Jeremiah 51:16 which says, “he brings up the mist 
from the ends of the earth, he opens rifts for the rain and brings the wind out of 
his storehouses.” In subsequent chapters, Enoch journeys “to the extreme ends of 
the earth” in the west, south, and east. In each place he saw three more “open 
gates of heaven.” 


There were other things to be seen at the ends of the earth. Earlier, we 
deferred discussion of the King James version of Job 26:7, “He stretcheth out the 
north over the empty place, and hangeth the earth upon nothing.” On several 
occasions when Enoch and the angel are out beyond the dome of heaven, Enoch 
comments that there is nothing above or below. For instance, “And I came to an 
empty place. And I saw (there) neither a heaven above nor an earth below, but a 
chaotic and terrible place (1 Enoch 21:1-2).” Could this be the kind of 
nothingness referred to in Job? 


An angel also showed Enoch the storerooms of the winds (18:1) and the 
comerstone of the earth (18:2). 


The Sun and Moon 


And what of the sun and moon? Psalm 19:4-6 (quoted earlier) suggest that 
the sun holes up at the ends of the earth until it is time to rise. Enoch expands 
upon this idea. In 1 Enoch 41:5, he “saw the storerooms of the sun and the 
moon, from what place they go out and to which place they return . . .” Further, 
“they keep faith one with another: in accordance with an oath they set and they 


rise.” 


Enoch discusses the solar and lunar motions at length, explaining why the 
apparent azimuths of their rising and setting varies with the season. The 
explanation, found in the section called “The Book of the Heavenly 
Luminaries,” begins thus: 


This is the first commandment of the luminaries: The sun is a luminary whose egress is 
an opening of heaven, which is (located) in the direction of the east, and whose ingress 
is (another) opening of heaven, (located) in the west. I saw six openings through which 
the sun rises and six openings through which it sets. The moon also rises and sets 
through the same openings, and they are guided by the stars; together with those whom 
they lead, they are six in the east and six in the west heaven. All of them (are arranged) 
one after another in a constant order. There are many windows (both) to the right and 
the left of these openings. First there goes out the great light whose name is the sun; its 
roundness is like the roundness of the sky; and it is totally filled with light and heat. The 
chariot in which it ascends is (driven by) the blowing wind. The sun sets in the sky (in 
the west) and returns by the northeast in order to go to the east; it is guided so that it 
shall reach the eastern gate and shine in the face of the sky (1 Enoch 72:2-5). 


The cosmos as described in the book of Enoch. 


(picture by Robert Schadewald) 


The openings in the vault of heaven in the east and west are matched to the 
seasons. On the longest day of the year, the sun rises and sets through the 
northernmost pair. On the shortest day, it rises and sets through the southernmost 
pair. The return routes of the sun and moon are outside the dome. Perhaps they rest 
in their “storerooms” during their time off. 


The Stars 


Like the Bible, 1 Enoch typically depicts stars as living, anthropomorphic 
beings. The Sons of the Gods are also dealt with in 1 Enoch, and they are 
associated with stars. This is consistent with Job 38:7, which says that when the 
earth’s cornerstone was laid “the morning stars sang together and all the sons of 
God shouted aloud.” 


As mentioned earlier, Matthew 24:29 and Revelation 6:13 deal with stars 
that fall to earth. The image comes from Enoch, but Matthew and John omit 
some details. In 1 Enoch 88:1, a star that fell from the sky is seized, bound hand 
and foot, and thrown into an abyss. A few verses later, other stars “whose sexual 
organs were like the organs of horses” are likewise bound hand and foot and cast 
“into the pits of the earth (1 Enoch 88:3).” 


Most stars just go through their motions night after night. Some stars never 
set, and Enoch was shown their chariots (1 Enoch 75:8). Stars that do rise and 
set do so through openings in dome, just like the sun and moon. God, according 
to 1 Enoch, runs a tight universe, and stars that do not rise on time are thrown 
into the celestial slammer. Showing Enoch a hellish scene, the angel Uriel 
explains: 

This place is the (ultimate) end of heaven and earth: it is the prison house for the stars 
and the powers of heaven. And the stars which roll over upon the fire, they are the ones 


which have transgressed the commandments of God from the beginning of their rising 
because they did not arrive punctually (1 Enoch18:14-15). 


Enoch was not told the sentence for tardy rising, but Uriel later shows him 
other stars “which have transgressed the commandments of the Lord,” for which 
they were doing ten million years of hard time (1 Enoch 21:6). Enoch also was 
shown an even more terrible place, a fiery prison house where fallen angels were 
detained forever (1 Enoch 21:10). 


1 Enoch deserves study for its cosmology, but there is much more of 
interest. It profoundly influenced Christian eschatology, and it is necessary 
reading for anyone trying to understand Hebrew religious thought at the dawn of 
the Christian era. 


Conclusion 


From their geographical and historical context, one would expect the 
ancient Hebrews to have a flat-earth cosmology. Indeed, from the very 
beginning, ultra-orthodox Christians have been flat-earthers, arguing that to 
believe otherwise is to deny the literal truth of the Bible. The flat-earth 


implications of the Bible were rediscovered and popularized by English- 
speaking Christians in the mid-19th century. Liberal scriptural scholars later 
derived the same view. Thus, students with remarkably disparate points of view 
independently concluded that the ancient Hebrews had a flat-earth cosmology, 
often deriving this view from scripture alone. Their conclusions were 
dramatically confirmed by the rediscovery of 1 Enoch. 
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Lying for God: 
The Truth about Creationism 


Introduction 


Bob was involved in creationism for over twenty years. He knew all the 
major players, and they knew him, as he had attended every national creation 
conference from 1983 through the early to mid-’90s. He was a nationally 
recognized expert in the area of combating creationist influence on public-school 
science education. Indeed, I’m sure this aspect of creationism was what brought 
Bob to this particular pseudoscience. He wrote as much in an e-mail to Leroy 
Ellenberger, the Velikovsy expert quoted in chapter 2, on August 9, 1982: 

Dear Leroy, 


I consider Velikovskyism a relatively harmless delusion. The same cannot by 
said for the pernicious “scientific creationism,” which seeks to force the Genesis 
account of creation to be taught in public schools in the guise of science. For the past 
year, I’ve been concentrating my efforts on creationism. I will return to Velikovsky and 
similar ideas when the creationists have been driven back into their caves. 


Sincerely, Robert J. Schadewald 


Bob never did feel that he could leave the fight against creationist attempts 
to influence the public schools. 


Bob was a board member of the National Center for Science Education 
since 1986. He also was editor of their newsletter, NCSE Reports, aS well as 
president for two years. The National Center for Science Education was founded 
“to defend the teaching of evolution in public schools against sectarian attack” 
(phrase taken from the NCSE official website). 


On the evening of October 22, 1980, while I was a graduate student at Iowa 
State University (Ames), I accompanied Bob and Professor John Patterson to a 
debate between Duane Gish (then vice president of the Institute for Creation 
Research—ICR) and Professor Russell Doolittle (professor of Molecular 
Genetics at the University of California, San Diego). During the same visit Bob 
appeared with Gish on WHO radio from Des Moines. Bob cites both these 
events in the following section. However, it was after this debate that Bob met 
Russ Doolittle. Russ describes it and his subsequent relations with Bob here: 


I only met Bob Schadewald once, but it was one of those memorable meetings meant to 


last a lifetime. The occasion was a debate I had with the creationist Duane Gish, held at 
Iowa State University in October, 1980. In the aftermath there was a party of the anti- 
creationist minority, and it was there that Bob and I found we were kindred spirits. As it 
happened, I had to go to an engagement at the University of Iowa the next day, and Bob 
insisted on driving me to Iowa City. It was as enjoyable a couple of hours as I have ever 
had. We swapped anecdotes and ideas and plans non-stop for the entire trip. He had a 
marvelous wit and sense of humor. 


After that we exchanged letters and articles for several years. Bob was one of those 
defenders of truth who would not let up. He would track down the lies and distortions of 
the other side no matter what inconvenience it might take. More than that, he put his 
thoughts on paper so that others could benefit. At the time he was working on “Lying 
for God: The Truth About Scientific Creationism.” Two years later, in 1982, he still had 
not found an interested publisher. 


Bob was a gifted writer. His 1978 article in the Smithsonian about the Flat Earth Society 
remains a classic to this day. He sent me a photocopy of the article with some penciled- 
in notes. At one point his original text had been “Hampden swore roundly that the Earth 
is flat; Wallace stated flatly that it is round.” 


Unhappily, some naive editor, no doubt trying to justify his position, had changed 
“flatly” to “unequivocally.” On the photocopy Bob had scribbled in “1 still want to kill 
the moron who changed that!” (We all know Bob was totally non-violent.) 


Bob Schadewald was one of those persons Diogenes was searching for. He couldn’t 
stand hypocrisy. He loved the challenge of unmasking frauds, and he had the skills and 
intellect to do it. I feel privileged to have known him, if only through that single 
meeting and our subsequent correspondence. 


I didn’t solicit remembrances from Duane Gish for the purposes of this 
book. I did, however, receive comments from two creationists, Kurt Wise and 
Glenn Morton. Below is a copy of a letter Bob wrote to Glenn Morton in regards 
to an article Morton had published. After that are excerpts from Bob’s second 
letter to Morton. 


8 November 1982 


Dear Mr. Morton: 


I enjoyed your article in the September 1982 Creation Research Society 
Quarterly, which I only received a couple days ago. You did a beautiful job of exposing 
the bankruptcy of the Price/Morris Flood Geology. In the enclosed article from the 
current Creation/Evolution, I made precisely the same points under the heading “Fossil 
Sequence,” though in much less detail. In the future, I will recommend your paper to 
anyone interested in a more thorough treatment. 


Unfortunately, I don’t think the system you propose to replace conventional 
Flood Geology is much better. Creationists still have a lot of explaining to do if they 
expect conventional geologists to take them seriously. Rejecting the Price/Morris 
scenario is only a start. 


Didn’t you also write a piece debunking the vapor canopy? 


Keep up the good work. You’re one of the few contributors to CRSQ whose stuff 
is worth reading. 


Sincerely, Robert J. Schadewald 


16 November 1982 


Dear Mr. Morton: 


Thanks for your letter of the 12th. I have been following the growth of 
creationism for several years, and your articles and letter are (in my experience) rare 
phenomena. I’m now very glad that I wrote to you. It is good to be reminded that there 
are plenty of honest people out there who are creationists, and that when I hurl an 
anathema at creationism in general, such people get tarred with the brush I intended 
only for Gish and his ilk. 


To me, the greatest irony of the creationism controversy is the fact that so many 
creationists perpetrate (or at least tolerate) extremely dishonest acts, despite their claims 
to ethical superiority. Gish is notorious in this respect, the hundred billion billion [red] 
herring he invented for my benefit being only an isolated example. A couple weeks ago, 
a friend and I went to hear a creationism lecture by a man whose lecture tours are 
sponsored by the Campus Crusade for Christ. I have never heard so many outright lies 
from a public platform in my life (perhaps because I avoid politicians at all costs). 
Immediately following the lecture, I got into a conversation with a creationist, and I 
mentioned this. He challenged me to point out a lie in the presentation. With a bit of 
thinking, I came up with four concrete examples, and the creationist had to admit that at 
least a couple of them were flagrant. He seemed unconcerned and unashamed that the 
lecturer who represented him was a brazen liar, who lied for an hour and a half to a 
roomful of high school students. He rationalized it by saying that evolutionists 
sometimes overstate their case, too. The lecturer, by the way, told me he has an MA in 
philosophy from “Cal State, Hayward.” I did some checking. California State 
University at Hayward does not offer a master’s in philosophy. Indeed, their records 
show that the lecturer was only enrolled there for winter quarter 1974. 


Good luck on your Quixotic quest. I’m something of a nose-tweaker myself, so I 
appreciate what you’re doing. 


Sincerely, Robert J. Schadewald 


I’ve included these letters as background to the comments that Glenn 
Morton posted on the Internet as a message to an ASA discussion group 
(American Scientific Affiliation is an organization of evangelical Christian 
scientists) sometime after Bob’s death, March 12, 2000: 


I just learned of the death of a friend of mine (due to cancer) who was an implacable 
enemy of young-earth creationism. Bob Schadewald was a writer, the former president 


and editor of National Center for Science Education. While Bob and I did not share the 
same philosophy, we shared one thing, the desire that people get their facts straight. Bob 
didn’t think much of Christianity but he never really tried to convert me to his view as 
many atheists/agnostics do. I met Bob when I was a young-earth creationist when he 
wrote me about one of my articles. He told me that it was a very good article. Coming 
from Bob and being a young-earth article, that said something. I only met him once face 
to face in 1986 at the first International Conference on Creationism. I had breakfast with 
him the morning of my talk. I knew I was about to deliver a very unpopular talk. Bob 
offered to catch any tomatoes that might be thrown my way. We kept in touch over the 
years. His last note to me was about two weeks ago when I showed him a note sent to 
me by a Christian who was chastising me for my Web site being used by an atheist. Bob 
commented on how sad the letter was. He gave me some advice, “Tell this guy how 
many Christians you know of that have been converted to atheism by Morris, Gish, and 
others.” There were no complaints from him at the end. I will miss Bob very much. 


Dr. Kurt Wise, associate professor of science, director of Origins Research 
at Bryan College, Dayton, Tennesee, at the time of this writing—2004—-was a 
graduate student at Harvard studying paleontology under none other than 
Stephen Jay Gould when he met Bob. He wrote several word snapshots of Bob 
after being contacted by Tom Mclver in regards to this book. The following is 
one of those vignettes. 


Tom: 


I thank you very fondly for thinking of me and sending your inquiry along. I 
would be quite honored to present some memories of Bob whom I not only knew but 
liked very much . . . and miss. I include below a few vignettes that come to mind. I, of 
course, will understand if they are not used or thought appropriate. I am honestly deeply 
appreciative of having the opportunity to share these memories. 


I first met Bob at a National Creation Conference in the early ’80s. Aside from 
Wayne Frair and a few others, most people at the conference didn’t know me at all. 
Unless someone asked, for example, they would not know that I was a creationist. From 
the beginning of the conference I was perturbed by the low quality of the presentations 
and the errors being made by speakers and I was thus making a pest of myself in the 
question and answer period following the talks. I suppose it is not unreasonable to 
assume that most people at the conference would deduce from this that I was not a 
creationist. Perhaps that’s why I received a rather cold reception from the creationists. 
On the other hand, it was after the 2nd or 3rd talk of the conference that Bob walked up 
to me and enthusiastically introduced himself. My memory is not good enough to 
remember if he actually did it, but the emotional memory I had is that he had placed an 
arm around my shoulder and befriended me. From Bob, I received the warmest 
reception at that conference—in fact (most ironically), very possibly the warmest 
reception I have received at any creation conference. 


Bob promptly introduced me to a half dozen or so other creationist watchers 
attending the conference, and we all went out for lunch afterwards. The group seemed 
enamored with the fact I was a graduate student at Harvard under Stephen Jay Gould, 
and wanted to know what it was like. We had a genuinely good time. The fact that I was 
actually a creationist did not come to light until something like the following evening. It 


was a most incredible event, as one of that group exploded in violent reaction to the 
news and stormed off, and most of the others just drifted away. Bob did not. He rather 
cocked his head to one side with mouth open—as was his manner—and said something 
like “Really?” He did not distance himself at that time and never did thereafter. I only 
saw him at NCSE or creation conferences after that, but did so repeatedly, and always 
looked forward to and enjoyed our brief moments together. 


One issue that I remember hearing Bob talk about specifically, and 
extensively, was a statement made by Duane Gish that some human proteins 
were more closely related to bullfrog proteins than to chimpanzee proteins. Here 
is the statement in an excerpt from a 1982 PBS special on Creationism on which 
Duane Gish and Russell Doolittle (response included) appeared: 


Duane Gish: If we look at certain proteins, yes, man then—it can be assumed that man 
is more closely related to a chimpanzee than other things. But on the other hand, if you 
look at other certain proteins, you’ll find that man is more closely related to a bullfrog 
than he is a chimpanzee. If you focus your attention on other proteins, you’ll find that 
man is more closely related to a chicken than he is to a chimpanzee. 


Russell Doolittle: Oh, bullfrog. I—I’ve heard that gibbergish before, I have to tell you. I 
have just a book full of data here, of amino acid sequences from thousands of proteins, 
now, from many hundreds of species, and I will give Dr. Gish my entire set of worldly 
belongings—that’s a ’63 Volkswagen and half a house—I will give him that if he can 
find one protein in which chickens or bullfrogs are more closely related to human 
proteins than are chimpanzee proteins. 


Bob, along with John Patterson, contacted Gish asking him to identify 
which proteins he was referring to in this statement. Gish never did identify them 
and finally responded that the onus was on Bob and Patterson to find the source of 
his statement, presumaby because they were the ones interested in knowing what 
it was based on. Bob describes this series of encounters in an article that he 
wrote for the University of Minnesota’s student paper The Daily prior to a speaking 
engagement of Gish’s at the University. It was printed on February 14, 1985, 
under this title: The Gospel of Creation: The Book of Misinformation: 


On Monday, February 18th, Duane Gish will twice preach the Gospel of Creation at the 
University of Minnesota. At noon, Gish will be at Northrup Auditorium, debating the 
merits of this Gospel with Philip Kitcher, U of M philosopher of science and author of 


Abusing Science: The Case Against Creationism.At 7:00 pm, Gish will speak at the 
Great Hall in Coffman Union. 


The Gospel of Creation teaches that much of modern science, especially 
evolution and geology, is delusion or worse. The earth and all of the universe were 
created in “six natural days” about six to ten thousand years ago, and essentially all of 
the sedimentary rock on earth was laid down by the Noachian Deluge. Belief in this 
Gospel is a condition of employment for Gish. 


Duane Gish is vice president of the Institute for Creation Research (ICR), a 
fundamentalist ministry headquartered on the campus of Christian Heritage College 
(CHC), in El Cajon, California. CHC is on the grounds of Scott Memorial Baptist 
Church, whose pastor, Tim LaHaye, was Jerry Falwell’s mentor. Gish’s boss, ICR 


president Henry Morris, notes wistfully in his History of Modern Creationism that ICR 
speakers cannot present the complete Gospel of Creation in debates and lectures on 
university campuses. So it will be. Gish will preach a bowdlerized Gospel he calls 
“creation science.” 


The creation science movement seeks to reform all of science in a Biblical mold. 
To further this aim, creationist partisans in Arkansas and Louisiana passed laws to 
require that public schools give creationism equal time with evolution. (Both laws were 
declared unconstitutional. The decision nullifying the Louisiana law might be 
appealed.) Similar laws were defeated in the Minnesota legislature a few years ago. 
Minnesota creationists have had more success at the local level. For instance, the 
biology curriculum at Minnetonka high school currently includes both creation and 
evolution. 


The Institute for Creation Research has been the mainspring of the modern 
creationist movement, and Duane Gish is ICR’s most effective spokesman. A protein 
biochemist with a Ph.D. from Berkeley, Gish is a veteran of about 150 public debates, 
including one with U of M biochemist Sam Kirkwood at Northrup Auditorium on April 
29, 1977. 


Gish is a master of that peculiar brand of religious sophistry summed up by Tom 


Paine in The Age of Reason as “quibble, subterfuge, and pun.” These arts combine with 
out-of-context quotations, misrepresented or out-of-date evidence, and phony statistics 
to make Gish a powerful witness for creation. When all of this fails, it appears that Gish 


sometimes puts the doctrine of creation ex nihilo into practice. And he defends his 
creations with amazing tenacity. 


In July of 1982, the Public Broadcasting System televised an hour-long program 
on creationism. On the program, biochemist Russell Doolittle noted that many human 
proteins are identical to the corresponding chimpanzee proteins, and others differ by 
only a few amino acids. Scientists consider this powerful evidence of a common 
ancestry for humans and apes. Gish was asked to comment on such similarities. 


“Tf we look at certain proteins,” said Gish, “yes, man then—it can be assumed 
that man is more closely related to a chimpanzee than other things. But on the other 
hand, if you look at other certain proteins, you’ll find that man is more closely related to 
a bullfrog than he is a chimpanzee. If you focus your attention on other proteins, you’ll 
find that man is more closely related to a chicken than he is to a chimpanzee.” 


That sounded like nonsense to me, so I asked a few biochemists. None of them 
had heard of such proteins. Then began my quixotic quest (now in its third year) for 
documentation for Gish’s claims. Gish ignored my first letter, but he replied to my 
second with a reference. 


Gish’s reference was (I’m not joking) a joke told by Garniss Curtis, a 
geochronologist at Berkeley. At a conference in Austria many years ago, Curtis heard 
an unconfirmed report that someone had found bullfrog blood proteins which were very 
similar to human blood proteins. Curtis suggested at the time that the frog which 
yielded those proteins must have been a rare enchanted prince, and he predicted 
(apparently correctly) that the results would never be confirmed. Gish heard Curtis tell 
this story. 


A joke based on a secondhand report of unconfirmed research struck me as weak 
documentation, even by the standards of creation science. I wrote back to Gish 
demanding something more substantial. He didn’t reply. 


The 1983 National Creation Conference was held at Northwestern (Bible) 
College in Roseville, Minnesota. I confronted Gish there and again demanded 
references. Gish insisted that his chicken and bullfrog proteins exist and promised to 
send references before hell freezes over. I am still awaiting references and/or reports of 
frost in Hades. 


The Spring 1984 issue of the creationist tabloid Origins Research carried a joint 
letter by John W. Patterson, an Iowa State University professor, and me. Reviewing 
Gish’s statements and the available evidence, we suggested that he lied on national 
television. We sent Gish a copy of our letter in September 1983, more than six months 
before it was published. His reply, had he made one, could have been published with the 
letter. 


The 1984 National Bible-Science Conference was held in Cleveland. Again, Gish 
and I both attended. Again, I confronted him demanding chicken and bullfrog proteins. 
This time Gish claimed the high ground. Patterson and I used ungentlemanly language 
in print, he said, and therefore he is not responsible for providing further 
documentation. Asked who is responsible to document his proteins, Gish said it is up to 
Garniss Curtis and me. 


Such is the evidential foundation for the Gospel of Creation and the attitude of its 
best-known evangelist. If any creationist is the least bit disturbed about this, nothing has 
been said in public. 


I encourage people to attend both the debate and the lecture, for they’ll rarely 
hear another like Gish. In the interests of truth in packaging, however, it is incumbent 
upon whoever introduces him to remind listeners that Gish is not necessarily 
responsible for the truth or accuracy of what he says. 


Chapter 17 


Lying for God 


He who is as sure as he is of his own existence that the God of Truth is at once the 
God of Nature and the God of Revelation, cannot believe it to be possible that His 
voice in either, rightly understood, can differ, or deceive His creatures. To oppose 
facts in the natural world because they seem to oppose Revelation, or to humour 
them so as to compel them to speak its voice, is, he knows, but another form of the 
ever-ready feebleminded dishonesty of lying for God... 

—Bishop Samuel Wilberforce, 1860 


Ever since its publication in 1859, Charles Darwin’s Origin of Species has 
aroused violent opposition from conservative Christians. Bishop Wilberforce, a 
political creature whose skillful manipulations and ingratiating smoothness 
earned him the sobriquet Soapy Sam, was one of many prominent British 
churchmen who attacked the new theory. The quotation above comes from the 
long review of Origin of Species, which Wilberforce published anonymously, in 
London’s Quarterly Review in 1860. While the review was hardly favorable, and 
Wilberforce made clear that he found the book doctrinally repugnant, he attacked 
neither Darwin’s character nor his motivations. (Wilberforce was not always so 
charitable. Indeed, he is best remembered for putting his foot in his mouth in an 
1860 debate with Thomas H. Huxley about the merits of Darwin’s theory. Soapy 
Sam sarcastically asked Huxley whether it was through his grandfather or his 
grandmother that he claimed to be descended from monkeys. Huxley shot him 
down by replying that he would rather be descended from a humble monkey 
than from a man who turned great talents to obscuring the truth.) He noted that 
scientific issues must be decided on scientific evidence and that such evidence 
must never be twisted to support scripture. 


Now, more than a century later, evolution is a firmly established principle 
of science. The religious battle against it continues, however, and the restraint 
Wilberforce showed in his review has largely vanished. Modern antievolution 
crusaders still claim to be interested in the scientific evidence—they even call 
themselves “scientific creationists”—but in last analysis most of them consider 
the scientific evidence irrelevant. In their misguided zeal to “prove the Bible is 
true,” today’s creationists dive headlong into the worst trap Wilberforce could 


imagine: lying for God. 


Before going further, I should define my terms. Most religious people see 
no conflict between their faith and the findings of science. Educated Christians, 
Jews, and Moslems typically believe that evolution was God’s method of 
creation, and some of them therefore call themselves “creationists.” It’s not of 
them that I speak. For the purposes of this book, “creationism” refers to creation 
science as defined by Arkansas’s infamous Act 590, which a federal court 
declared unconstitutional in early 1982. This definition boils down to three 
fundamental doctrines: (1) the Earth, universe, and all forms of life were 
specially created, (2) said creation was “relatively recent” (read six thousand to 
ten thousand years ago), and (3) the biblical Deluge was an historical event, and 
essentially all of the sedimentary rocks and fossils on Earth resulted from this 
worldwide flood. 


Professional propagandists from the Institute for Creation Research stump 
the country promoting these doctrines. It is no coincidence that their scenario— 
which impinges on such diverse scientific disciplines as biology, geology, 
paleontology, astronomy, physics, and biochemistry—sounds like a literal 
interpretation of Genesis. It is precisely that, though for political reasons, 
creationists must claim it is science. Each of their basic doctrines was rejected by 
mainstream science more than a century ago. Each is now almost universally 
rejected by scientists specializing in the field. How do creationists account for 
this rejection? Simple. Though they rarely put the accusation in plain English, 
professional “creation scientists” constantly imply that conventional scientists 
are either incompetent or dishonest. (Whenever a tiny minority calls the rest of 
its peer group fools and liars, we should take a close look; it’s likely that there are 
fools and liars involved in the controversy.) If their tactics seem more 
appropriate to politics than science, it is because creationists have no real hope 
of influencing scientists. Besides, their target is the public schools, which are 
subject to political pressure. Their efforts in the 1920s and 1930s to outlaw the 
teaching of evolution failed, so fundamentalists now hope to at least get “equal 
time” for Genesis. Since science has rejected them, and since the constitution 
prohibits the teaching of religious doctrines in public schools, there is only one 
way creationists can get Genesis into public-school science classrooms. They 
must cloak it in a veil of scientific-sounding argument and, by political means, 
compel science teachers to teach it as science. 


Creationist pretenses to science are flimsy at best. Among themselves, they 
frequently refer to their writings as “apologetics” and their organizations as 
“ministries.” Creationist organizations typically require members and employees 


to sign belief statements and doctrinal positions affirming their unshakable faith 
in creationist doctrine. In books and lectures intended only for the faithful, 
creationists often rail against “godless evolution” and argue that “true science” 
cannot conflict with the Bible. Indeed, to defend their narrow interpretation of 
the Bible, creationists must ignore or dispose of a broad range of evidence that 
contradicts it. When creationists successfully conceal these facts, and when their 
distortions of science go unanswered, their propaganda can mislead open- 
minded and intelligent people who lack scientific sophistication. This book is 
intended to enlighten such people. 


My purpose is to expose creationism rather than to refute it. Nevertheless, 
in demonstrating that creationism is pseudoscience, I discuss numerous 
creationist arguments and show how silly and/or dishonest they are. Creationists 
(unlike true scientists) rarely consider the scientific consequences of their 
assertions. Therefore, I follow some of their claims to their logical and ludicrous 
conclusions. Readers unfamiliar with creationist doctrines and methods will find 
this material eye-opening. Lawmakers, school board members, teachers, and 
concerned citizens defending their schools against the creationist onslaught will 
find herein a wealth of ammunition. This is so because I have turned upon the 
creationists the cruelest weapon imaginable: their own words. 


Who invited me into this controversy? I invited myself. As a science writer 
specializing in pseudoscientific movements, scientific creationism is a natural 
topic for me. But there is more. I am offended by falsehood. As Senator Hiram 
Johnson said in 1917, “The first casualty when war comes is the truth.” In their 
war against science, creationists commit innumerable atrocities against the truth. 


True, most people who call themselves creationists are sincere and honest. 
But these sincere, honest creationists silently tolerate the frauds perpetrated by 
Institute for Creation Research propagandists and their imitators. Thus they 
share whatever glory there is in lying for God. 


Chapter 18 


What Is Scientific Creationism? 


For those .. . for whom Biblical and theological considerations are of first importance, there can be no 
compromise with the evolutionary system.1 


—Henry M. Morris, 1972 


Most Christians see no conflict between their religion and science. They 
venerate the Bible for its religious values and refuse to seek scientific truth in a 
book which repeatedly calls our orbiting planet immovable and says that a hare 
chews a cud like a cow. Such Christians are not threatened by scientific theories 
and discoveries about the formation of the universe and the development of life 
on earth. They believe that studies of evolution and cosmology illuminate God’s 
method of creation. This position, part philosophical and part theological, is 
called “theistic evolutionism.” 


Theistic evolutionists are scorned by the fundamentalists who call 
themselves “scientific creationists.” Scientific creationists insist that true science 
must conform to their interpretation of the Bible. They insist that the earth and 
all forms of life upon it were specially created six to ten thousand years ago. 
They claim that virtually all of the fossil-bearing sedimentary rock on Earth was 
laid down by the Noachian Flood. When the scientific evidence conflicts with 
this doctrine, they throw the evidence out. Because their doctrine is so narrow, 
and the evidence for conventional science so broad, they throw out a whole lot. 
Beginning in the early 1960s, creationists launched a major assault on science in 
general and the theory of evolution in particular. 


Conservative Christians have waged war on science for nearly two 
thousand years. The present battle actually began long before Darwin. Before the 
end of the eighteenth century, it was clear that the Earth is extremely old and that 
various forms of life have appeared (and generally disappeared) on it 
sequentially over much of its history. By the mid-1830s, the last great Flood 
geologist, Dean William Buckland, had abandoned Flood geology for the 
modern theory. 


When Darwin published his Origin of Species in 1859, it was subjected to 
vicious attacks by conservative clergymen. Within a decade, however, most of 


the scientific world accepted evolution by descent with modification. Most 
Christians eventually accepted it too. 


But not American conservatives. In the early 1900s, the growing 
“fundamentalist” movement continued the battle. In the Southern “Bible Belt,” 
several states passed laws banning the teaching of evolution. Tennessee’s 
antievolution law and the resulting Scopes monkey trial brought the 
fundamentalists notoriety, but they nevertheless won. Evolution all but vanished 
from biology textbooks. 


Throughout these early stages of the controversy, the battle lines were clear. 
The fundamentalists made no secret of their religious motives for opposing 
science. 


Sometime in the late ’60s or early ’70s, creationism subtly evolved. The 
courts began seriously enforcing the constitutionally mandated separation of 
church and state in 1963, when prayer in school was banned by the Supreme 
Court’s ruling in the case of Murray v. Curlett. The Arkansas antievolution law was 
overthrown in 1968. In 1973, a Tennessee law requiring that biology textbooks 
provide “an equal amount of emphasis on the origins and creation of man... as 
recorded in. . . the Genesis account in the Bible” was declared unconstitutional. 
These developments forced fundamentalists opposing the teaching of evolution 
in public schools to put on a disguise. They couldn’t openly oppose science with 
religion, so they had to claim they were promoting their own science. And thus 
the fraud called “scientific creationism” was born. 


What is science? 


Science is not a body of facts, not a collection of equations or laws. Science 
is a method of inquiry, a way of pursuing knowledge about nature by forming 
and testing hypotheses. Its goal is to produce a collection of theories which help 
us describe and understand the universe. Science is an open system which seeks 
(within the limits of human fallibility) to be guided solely by the evidence. 


To see what creationists are guided by, we might consult the “Statement of 
Belief” all members of the Creation Research Society are required to sign: 


1. The Bible is the written Word of God, and because we believe it to 
be inspired throughout, all of its assertions are historically and 
scientifically true in all of the original autographs. To the student of 
nature, this means that the account of origins in Genesis is a factual 
presentation of simple historical truths. 


2. All basic types of living things, including man, were made by direct 
creative acts of God during Creation Week as described in Genesis. 
Whatever biological changes have occurred since Creation have 
accomplished only changes within the original created kinds. 


3. The great Flood described in Genesis, commonly referred to as the 
Noachian Deluge, was an historical event, worldwide in its extent and 
effect. 


4. Finally, we are an organization of Christian men of science, who 
accept Jesus Christ as our Lord and Savior. The account of the special 
creation of Adam and Eve as one man and one woman, and their 
subsequent Fall into sin, is the basis for our belief in the necessity of a 
Savior for all mankind. Therefore, salvation can come only thru 
accepting Jesus Christ as our Savior. 2 


This sort of commitment to fundamentalist Christian dogma characterizes 
creationism. The best-known creationist organization of all is the Institute for 
Creation Research in San Diego, California. ICR is an appendage of Christian 
Heritage College, and its staff members are also professors at CHC. As a 
condition of employment at Christian Heritage College, all professors must 
subscribe to a doctrinal position that says in part, “The Creation account [in 
Genesis] is . . . factual, historical, and perspicuous, and is thus foundational in 
the understanding of every fact and phenomenon in the created universe. 
Theories of origins and development which involve ‘evolution’ in any form are 
thus recognized as false and sterile intellectually.” The doctrinal position further 
requires that professors believe in “special creation of all things in six natural 
days,” a “worldwide Flood, which cataclysmically changed the entire earth in 
the days of Noah,” and “the origination of nations and languages at the Tower of 
Babel.” After being hired, CHC professors must annually reaffirm their 
adherence to the doctrinal position. Anyone deviating from it will be fired.3 


Though scientific methods differ from legal methods, science is also a 
system of inquiry. Creationists sign the verdict before looking at the evidence. 
This would have pleased the queen in Alice in Wonderland, but it’s neither justice nor 
science. As Judge William R. Overton said in his 1982 decision overturning 
Arkansas’s creation science law, “While anybody is free to approach a scientific 
inquiry in any fashion they choose, they cannot properly describe the 


methodology used as scientific, if they start with a conclusion and refuse to 
change it regardless of the evidence developed during the course of the 
investigation.”4 Indeed, anyone who agrees to be fired for finding the wrong 
evidence has no right to be called a scientist. Such irrevocable commitments to 
dogma suggest that origins research conducted by members of the Creation 
Research Society or the Institute for Creation Research is nothing but religiously 
motivated pseudoscience. 


In fact, scientific creationism differs from science in a least five 
fundamental ways: 


1. As illustrated by the CRS Statement of Belief and the CHC 
Doctrinal Position, scientific creationism is a sectarian religious 
dogma, and its promoters are governed by certain doctrinal views 
about the Bible. In contrast, people of almost every imaginable 
religious and philosophical viewpoint—evangelical Christians, liberal 
Christians, Jews, Moslems, Hindus, Shintoists, Taoists, Buddhists, 
agnostics and atheists—accept evolution. Creationists are forced by 
their doctrinal position to adopt different standards than science. 
Scientists reject theories that don’t fit the facts; creationists reject 
theories (and even facts) that conflict with their religious doctrines. 


2. Inductive reasoning, formulating universal laws to account for what 
we observe in nature, is fundamental to science. We expect the sun to 
rise tomorrow morning because, in our experience, it has always risen 
in the morning. While science is a complex interplay of observation, 
experiment, induction, and deduction, its soul is the inductive method. 
But Henry M. Morris, president of the Institute for Creation Research, 
rejects the use of inductive reasoning in observational and historical 
sciences like cosmology and geology. 


The only way we can know with certainty the time of 
creation, the order of creation, the meaning of creation, 
the methods of creation, and anything else concerned 
with pre-historical events, is for God to tell us these 
things. He was there and we were not. Therefore, in 
every case, we believe that the only legitimate method 
of reasoning in this sphere is the deductive method. One 
starts with either one assumption or the other and then 


develops his system and his conclusions. He cannot use 
the inductive method, attempting to build up a historical 
record on the basis of bits of evidence he may be able to 
find in the present world. In doing this, he is in reality 
using the deductive method but starting with the 
atheistic assumption that God has not already spoken 
concerning these things.s 


Shouting “Atheist!” at cosmologists and geologists is another way of 
saying that evidence is irrelevant if it conflicts with doctrine. 


3. Scientific creationism and science differ radically in their respective 
attitudes toward hypotheses. A scientific hypothesis is an idea to be 
tested for truth; a creationist hypothesis is a shield used to fend off 
facts. Genuine scientists spend much of their time trying to punch 
holes in their own theories. Creationists—like all pseudoscientists— 
seldom dare to subject their ideas to any meaningful test. We will see 
in later chapters that numerous creationist ideas fail to meet the 
standards of high school science. 


4. While science is positive, creationism is almost entirely negative. 
Because the evidence fails them, creationists cannot talk about the 
evidence for creation. Rather they are forced to adopt the “if today ain’t 
the 4th of July, then it must be Christmas” mode of argument. That is, 
they attack scientific ideas (or straw man counterfeits of them) and 
then produce their alternative like a rabbit out of a hat. Creationist 
Duane Gish gave a remarkable illustration of this in a 1980 debate 
with biochemist Russell Doolittle on the origin of life. Gish, 
supposedly presenting the affirmative position, spent a few minutes 
arguing that complex living organisms bear evidence of intelligent 
design (the Argument from Design is pure theology) and then devoted 
the remainder of his affirmative presentation to belittling scientific 
research into the origin of life. 


5. The most unfortunate difference between scientific creationism and 
science inspired the title Lying for God. Frustrated by the scientific 
evidence that defies them and the scientists who scom them, 


creationists frequently lean precariously away from what Mark Twain 
called “the perpendicular truth.” 


Perhaps the best summation of the creationist method was given by Henry 
Morris himself: 


If one is willing simply to reject innate bias in favor of uniformitarian explanations and 
to accept the Biblical framework by an act of faith, centered around the three great facts 
of revealed Biblical history—namely, a real creation of a fully functioning and 
harmonious universe, the fall of man and resulting curse of God on the whole creation, 
and the great universal deluge in the days of Noah—then he will find that the entire 
scope of scientific data will begin to become meaningful and inter-related instead of 
confused and contradictory.6 


It’s difficult to perceive the science in “an act of faith.” Indeed, the current 
creationist claim that creation science can exist independent of theology seems 
to be a ploy bor of constitutional necessity. The foundation work of modern 
scientific creationism is The Genesis Flood by John C. Whitcomb and Henry M. 
Morris. When the book was published in 1961, many Christian critics followed 
the advice of Bishop Wilberforce and attacked it on scientific rather than 
scriptural grounds. Morris took them to task for missing the point, writing, “We 
advocate a worldwide and physically significant flood not because of science but 
because God’s Word teaches it. Our entire argument, we feel, devolves upon the 
Scriptural exegesis, and this is exactly the point which critics have seemed 
always to ignore.” (Emphasis added)7 


In books intended for the faithful, Morris and other creationists hammer 
their scriptural points again and again. Consider creationist geology, which 
attempts to explain most phenomena in terms of a universal flood. With what 
kind of evidence might they begin? In The Twilight of Evolution, Morris answered the 
latter question as follows: “For this discussion, of course, the Bible will be taken 
as basic and as absolutely and literally true.”8 Furthermore, as Whitcomb and 
Morris wrote, “The instructed Christian knows that the evidences for full divine 
inspiration of Scripture are far weightier than the evidences for any fact of 
science. When confronted with the consistent Biblical testimony to a universal 
flood, the believer must certainly accept it as unquestionably true.”9 


Since the eighteenth century, serious students of geology have been awed 
by the immensity of the time implied by the geologic evidence. No one knew the 
true age of the Earth until the development of reliable radiometric dating 
techniques in the twentieth century, but several geologists independently 
estimated it as hundreds of millions of years. The Earth is probably about 4.6 


billion years old, the same age as the oldest known meteorites, and this is a 
problem for scientific creationists. Some creationists favor Archbishop Ussher’s 
famous chronology, holding that creation took place in 4004 BC. Others stretch 
the Biblical chronology to allow creation as early as 8000 BC. How then can 
they deal with the numerous geological indications that the earth is much older? 


They simply throw them out! “The only way we can determine the true age 
of the earth is for God to tell us what it is,” wrote Henry Morris. “And since he 
has told us, very plainly, in the Holy Scriptures that it is several thousand years in 
age, and no more, that ought to settle all basic questions of terrestrial 
chronology.”10 Morris also brushes aside the troublesome radiometric dates. “We 
are forced to the conclusion, as Bible-believing Christians, that the earth is really 
quite young after all, regardless of the contrary views of evolutionary geologists. 
This means then that all the uranium-lead measurements, the potassium-argon 
measurements and all similar measurements which have shown greater ages 
have somehow been misinterpreted.” 11 


And what does Morris have to say about the evolution of life and, 
especially, man? “The only Bible-honoring conclusion is, of course, that Genesis 
1-11 is actual historical truth, regardless of any scientific or chronologic 
problems thereby entailed . . . We must conclude that the Bible teaches 
unequivocally that Adam was created several thousand years ago, and no 
more.”12 The same is true for the rest of evolution. “The Biblical framework .. . 
requires that we categorically reject the fossil record as a record of the history of 
the development of life on earth.” 13 


From the foregoing we see that every aspect of creation science is based, 
not on scientific evidence, but on the Bible. Furthermore, Morris’s attitude 
toward the unrestrained inquiry necessary to science is manifest in the following 
quotation: 


The sin of Adam and Eve, essentially, was believing the serpent’s suggestion that God’s 
Word was not to be trusted, that he was withholding knowledge which they had a right 
to have, and that they also could be “as gods, knowing good and evil” (Genesis 
2:5) .... Their desire for “knowledge” (one might say “science”) led to their fall and 
the resultant curse of God on man and on his “dominion.” 14 


If Morris and other creationists have their way, people will get little science. 
Instead, they will get apologetics. 


“Apologetics,” according to the Random House dictionary, is “the branch of 
theology concerned with the defense or proof of Christianity.” A better 
description of creationist intentions would be hard to find. (In my view, 


creationism is an attack on most of Christianity, but creationists don’t necessarily 
see it that way. Told that most Roman Catholics accept evolution, one lady 
replied, “I’ve never thought of Catholics as Christians.”) Indeed, Morris and his 
colleague Duane Gish, vice president of the Institute for Creation Research and 
perhaps creationism’s most effective spokesman, both are (or were) professors of 
apologetics at Christian Heritage College. 


Apologetics is not just a weapon to be used against unbelievers. Morris 
devotes large sections of his books to sectarian polemics against other 
Christians. Indeed, many of Henry Morris’s objections to evolution are 
unabashedly doctrinal: “Acceptance of evolution is logically followed by the 
rejection of a high theory of Biblical inspiration, then by rejection of the doctrine 
of the fall and the curse, and finally by the rejection of the substitutionary 
atonement.”15 Furthermore, according to Morris, “Evolution is at the foundation 
of communism, Fascism, Freudianism, social Darwinism, behaviorism, 
Kinseyism, materialism, atheism and, in the religious world, modernism and 
Neo-orthodoxy.’16 


Considering some of the company they assign to Neo-orthodox Christians 
and modernists, it’s not surprising that scientific creationists have nothing but 
scorn for “theistic evolutionists.” Morris’s attitude seems typical. “Even Jesus 
Christ believed the Genesis record of creation . . . . It is thus absolutely 
impossible to believe in the Bible as the complete and literal Word of God and to 
believe in the theory of evolution.”17 His colleague Duane Gish has said, 
“Theistic evolution is bankrupt, both scientifically and theologically.”1s And 
according to the Reverend Jerry Falwell, “being a theistic evolutionist is like 
being a Christian thief.”’19 


Indeed, creationists try to make people believe that a rational person be 
either a creationist or an atheist. Thus Henry M. Morris claims that one must 
“either start with the assumption that God is the Creator and Author of history, or 
else with the assumption that there is no God and that the history of the earth and 
the universe is to be explained without him.”20 (Notice how cleverly Morris 
smuggles in the assumption that if a Creator exists, he/she/it must also be an 
historian! As we will see in the chapter on creationist propaganda methods, this 
sort of verbal swindle typifies creationist arguments.) Despite their history, their 
frequently expressed religious motivations, and their insistence on doctrinal 
purity, creationists deny that scientific creationism is only religion disguised as 
science. As proof, they argue that one can write a creationist book and or give a 
creationist lecture without making a direct reference to God or the Bible. That is 
true, but irrelevant. If you go through Genesis and substitute “a creator” for 


“God,” what is left is still a religious story. If an apologist embellishes the story 
with pseudoscientific arguments, it changes nothing. 


The creationists’ fundamental problem is that they can say absolutely 
nothing scientific about the origins of life and the universe. Since they attribute 
both to miracles, there is nothing to speculate about, and their only legitimate 
answer to any question about origins is, “God did it.” Asked why things are the 
way they are, an honest creationist can only reply, “God wanted it that way.” 
Pressed about strange coincidences that seem to indicate evolutionary 
relationships, their only legitimate reply is, “Who can know the ways of the 
Lord?” (Actually, Henry Morris has published reams of balderdash in the “we 
would expect a Creator to do thus and so” vein, which a more [or perhaps less] 
charitable writer might call theology.) But science cannot deal with miracles. It 
can only seek answers consistent with natural law. Conventional scientists can 
and do form testable, naturalistic hypotheses about the origins of life and of the 
universe itself, and for this Morris attacks them bitterly. “One of the strangest 
phenomena of our supposedly scientific age is the insistent faith held by many 
scientists (!) that somewhere, somehow life has arisen from non-life by naturalistic 
evolutionary processes. Science is supposed to be based on facts and knowledge, 
not speculation and wishful thinking.”21 Discussing the evolution of one life 
form from another, Morris sneers at “the hypothetical world of evolutionary 
speculation and the similar imaginary world of children’s fairy tales, where 
pumpkins turn into coaches and mice turn into men.”22 As for astronomers doing 
research into the origin of the universe, he says, “Cosmogony seems to be a sort 
of game that astronomers play, a tongue-in-cheek charade in which only the 
initiates know the rules and the spectators stand in awe.”23 


Perhaps Morris’s frustration is a reflection of the creationists’ obvious and 
painful isolation. A gray-bearded joke concerns a parade of soldiers returned 
from World War I. As one formation passed by, several watchers noted 
something amiss in the ranks. A proud mother nudged her friend and said, “Look 
at them. They’re all out of step except my Johnny!” 


Creationists claim that the entire march of science is out of step. Only a tiny 
minority of those with scientific educations are scientific creationists, and this 
minority insists that it is right and the overwhelming majority of scientists is 
wrong. How could this be? Why are all of the best scientific minds so clouded? 
“The answer is Satan,” writes Henry Morris. “He has blinded the minds of men 
with respect to the gospel.”24 


Indeed, for those who thought it all started with Darwin, Morris has a 


surprise. He suspects that evolutionary ideas were first cooked up at the Tower 
of Babel, and you can guess who was involved: 


It is likely that . . . its top was a great temple shrine, emblazoned with the zodiacal signs 
representing the host of heaven, Satan and his “principalities and powers, rulers of the 
darkness of this world” (Ephesians 6:12). These evil spirits there perhaps met with 
Nimrod and his priests, to plan their long-range strategy against God and His 
redemptive purposes for the post-diluvian world. This included especially the 
development of a non-theistic cosmology, one which could explain the origin and 
meaning of the universe and man without acknowledging the true God of creation. 
Denial of God’s power and sovereignty in creation is of course foundational in the 
rejection of His authority in every other sphere. 25 


The solid evidence for the above sequence of events is admittedly 
tenuous... 


Whether or not evolution was actually revealed to Nimrod atop the Tower 
of Babel, Morris has no doubt about its source: 


The “great dragon . . . that old serpent, called the Devil, and Satan,” who “deceiveth the 
whole world” (Revelation 12:9)—must without any doubt be the one who has fathered 
this monstrous lie of evolution, for he is the father of lies.26 


Such “scientific” arguments require no reply. We note, however, that if 
Satan is the father of all lies, he must have played a major role in formulating 
scientific creationism. 
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Chapter 19 


Creation Pseudoscience 


(Similar to the chapter “Creation Pseudoscience” 
in Scientists Confront the Paranormal, edited by Kendrick Frazier 
[Prometheus Press, 1986].) 


The instructed Christian knows that the evidences for full divine inspiration of 
Scripture are far weightier than the evidences for any fact of science. 


—John C. Whitcomb and Henry M. Morris1 


Scientific creationists consider the first chapters of Genesis the ultimate 
science textbook. They believe that the entire universe was created six to ten 
thousand years ago in six solar days. All earthly forms of life were specially 
created, and most of them perished in a global Deluge a few thousand years ago. 
The Deluge also laid down essentially all of the sedimentary rocks on Earth, the 
layers of sandstone, shale, limestone, etc., which in some places cover our planet 
to a depth of more than a mile. 


These ideas are completely opposed by mainstream scientists. They 
estimate that the universe is about 15 billion years old, and the solar system, 
including the Earth and Moon, are about 4.6 billion years old. The earth’s 
sedimentary rocks seem to have formed over much of that time, and the fossils 
preserved in them indicate that various forms of life have appeared (and usually 
disappeared) sequentially over hundreds of millions of years. Several 
independent lines of evidence—the fossil record, morphological (structural) 
similarities between animals, biochemical relationships, etc.—indicate that 
present life forms evolved from earlier forms through descent with modification. 


Despite the fact that their literal interpretation of Genesis is contradicted by 
evidence from nearly every field of natural science, many fundamentalists insist 
it should be part of the public-school science curriculum (suitably disguised, of 
course). Indeed, in the name of “academic freedom,” they insist that public 
schools that teach conventional science be compelled to give equal time to 
creationism. How creationists pursue this goal through legislation and school 
board action is discussed elsewhere. 


The quotation which opens this chapter is the key which unlocks scientific 
creationism. Taken from the foundation work, The Genesis Flood, by John C. 
Whitcomb and Henry M. Morris, it clearly indicates that whenever the scientific 
facts conflict with the authors’ interpretation of the Bible, then the facts be 
damned! This attitude toward facts, which is fundamental to scientific 
creationism, is completely foreign to true science. 


Pseudoscience 


Scientific creationism is a classical pseudoscience like the flat-earth theory 
or astrology. This is not a judgment of the validity of creationist ideas (which 
indeed seem to me unequivocally false) but rather a judgment of the structure 
and philosophy of scientific creationism and the attitudes of its practitioners. In 
science, as in sports, it’s not whether you win or lose, but how you play the 
game. Pseudoscientists typically ignore or violate fundamental rules of science. 


Essentially, science is an open system based on skeptical inquiry, and its 
ultimate appeal is to evidence. Scientists use inductive reasoning, formulating 
general laws from specific observations of nature. A pseudoscience is a closed 
system based on belief, and its ultimate appeal is to doctrine. Pseudoscientists 
base their systems on deductive logic, deducing how the universe must act to 
conform with their doctrines. 


The classic book on pseudoscience is Martin Gardner’s Fads and Fallacies in the 
Name of Science, originally published in 1957. Combining wit and insight with 
comprehensive coverage, Gardner’s chronicle of flat-earth, hollow-earth, zig, 
zag, and swirl, the “backscrewing theory of gravity,” and dozens of other zany 
ideas remains a delight to read. The first chapter is a profile of pseudoscience 
and the pseudoscientific personality which has not been improved upon in thirty 
years, and readers seeking a fuller treatment than I offer here should consult it. 


Pseudoscientists are of two types. One group consists of ordinary cranks, 
self-proclaimed geniuses who seem motivated by contempt for conventional 
scientists. George Francis Gillette,discoverer of the remarkable backscrewing 
theory of gravity, was an excellent example. The other type of pseudoscientist 
seeks to justify some sort of ideology with scientific arguments. Examples of this 
type range from Nazi anthropologists to scientific creationists. Both types of 
pseudoscientist usually harbor feelings of personal greatness. 


The classic scientific crank is characteristically a bit paranoid. He (rarely 
she) has unshakable faith in his own ideas and considers all who fail to share his 
vision blind and ignorant. He dismisses conventional scientists as hollow 


authority figures who maintain their positions by parroting the “party line” and 
preserving the status quo. The crank frequently considers them not only venal, 
but intellectually dishonest. Indeed, their rejection of the crank’s ideas proves 
their venality and dishonesty and demonstrates how they plot against him. 


The greatness that the classic crank claims for his own genius, the 
religiously motivated pseudoscientist frequently vests in his supposed 
relationship with God. For instance, Henry M. Morris, founder of the Institute 
for Creation Research and America’s foremost scientific creationist, believes that 
the Second Coming of Christ may be expected momentarily. Part of the doctrinal 
position of Morris’s Christian Heritage College is a belief in the Rapture of the 
Church. Before the upcoming seven-year tribulation period, the saved will be 
bodily snatched up to heaven, leaving the unsaved rabble to a horrible fate.2 
Such beliefs can imbue one “chosen” with a personal exaltation which no earthly 
force can humble. Perhaps that’s why Morris considers his understanding of 
nearly all scientific matters superior to that of the vast majority of scientists (i.e., 
all those who reject his Biblical literalism). 


As for plots, Morris’s belief system is dominated by a supernatural plot. His 
universe is literally haunted by Satan and visited by various forms of 
supermatural intervention. He has written, for instance, that the moon’s craters 
might be scars incidentally inflicted on that body during a cosmic battle between 
the forces of Satan and the armies of Michael the Archangel.3 He has also 
suggested in two of his books that Satan personally met with the Babylonian 
king Nimrod atop the tower of Babel to plot the theory of evolution.4,5 Therefore 
when Henry Morris argues that evolution is satanic and that scientists reject 
creationism because Satan has blinded them,6 he’s not speaking figuratively. 


Pseudoscientists are characteristically blind to that which they do not want 
to see. Ordinary cranks come by their irrationality through ignorance or 
personality defect. Many creation scientists, rather than being victims of crippled 
intellects, are self-mutilated. To justify their doctrine that the contradiction- 
riddled Bible is inerrant, they school themselves in the art of rationalization. 
They learn to ignore inconvenient facts, to avoid questioning (or even thinking 
about) key concepts, and to avoid pursuing any line of inquiry which threatens to 
contradict their received dogmas. In other words, they train themselves to shun 
the unfettered inquiry and hard-nosed skepticism which are the hallmarks of 
science. 


Creation scientists therefore naturally tend to behave much like ordinary 
cranks. Like secular cranks, they ground their beliefs in exaggerated self-esteem 


and plot theories and maintain them by mangling logic and ignoring evidence. 
There is little to choose between the self-proclaimed “genius” and the self- 
proclaimed “humble instrument of the Almighty.” The latter merely covers his 
delusions of grandeur with a cloak of false modesty. Indeed, it seems that many 
scientific creationists are merely garden-variety scientific cranks whose religious 
beliefs lead them to ride the creationist hobbyhorse rather than promoting (say) 
pushing gravity, the nonrotation of the Moon, or the ancient astronautical 
fantasies of Erik von Daniken. This assumption is not, however, necessary to 
explain the behavior of creationists. 


Pseudoscientists frequently attack a straw man version of conventional 
science and then pull their personal rabbit out a hat as the only alternative. 
Following this pseudoscientific tradition, creationist books, lectures, and debate 
presentations consist mainly of criticisms of orthodox science, seasoned with a 
liberal sprinkling of theology. (Before the unsaved public, creationists try to 
conceal the theology by removing overt references to God and the Bible.) Most 
creationist attacks on science are dreary reading, but some of their attempts at 
alternatives are interesting. Such offerings, however, almost invariably fail as 
science. 


Science is a method for seeking reliable knowledge about the natural world 
by forming and testing hypotheses. Pseudoscientists erect their hypotheses as 
defenses against the facts, and they rarely dare to submit them to meaningful 
tests. The simplest way to show that creationism is pseudoscience is to try to 
treat it as science by subjecting creationist hypotheses to simple and obvious 
tests. Since the Institute for Creation Research is creationism’s foremost think 
tank, we will examine ICR’s best-known argument against evolution plus several 
of the theories they claim are superior to conventional science. Presumably these 
ideas represent the “creation science” that ICR wants taught in public schools. 


Thermoapologetics 


Thermodynamics is one of the more difficult branches of science. While its 
basic laws sound simple, some of their implications are contrary to common 
sense. Because not one person in a hundred really understands thermodynamics, 
it is ideally suited to the kind of obfuscation creationists practice. That is, 
creationists can make authoritative-sounding (but completely false) statements 
about thermodynamics, and few of their followers will know the difference. 


Duane T. Gish is vice president of the Institute for Creation Research. A 
biochemist with a Ph.D from Berkeley, he has for a decade been ICR’s most 


skillful propagandist. On the evening of February 4, 1982, Gish headed up a 
panel discussion on creationism at Tulane University. At one point, he offered a 
favorite argument, claiming that the big bang theory of the origin of the universe 
violates the second law of thermodynamics. According to the big bang theory, 
the universe as we know it began when a primeval “egg” containing all of the 
matter and energy exploded. The second law of thermodynamics says essentially 
that the entropy (a measure of disorder) of an isolated system always increases. 
While Gish’s exact words at Tulane are not available, he has publicly made this 
argument dozens of times, the following being one example: 


We had that Cosmic Egg that exploded. Nothing operated on that Cosmic Egg from the 
outside of the cloud of hydrogen and helium. Nothing was brought from the outside. It 
transformed itself from that chaotic state. Certainly an explosion doesn’t generate order. 
It generates chaos. And from that initial chaotic state, we have the highly ordered 
universe that we have today. Now, ladies and gentlemen, that is directly contradictory to 
the second law of thermodynamics.7 


A discussion period followed Gish’s presentation at Tulane. According to 
an account probably written by Gish himself, “Most of the discussion was 
actually generated by two physical scientists from the Tulane faculty who were 
in the audience. They challenged Dr. Gish’s claim that the second law of 
thermodynamics contradicts the big bang theory of the origin of the universe, 
asserting that the universe has constantly been getting more disorderly since the 
Big Bang. Gish rejected this claim as an impossibility.”8 


The physicists probably pointed out that the compact and enormously hot 
big bang fireball would have been (in a thermodynamic sense) much more 
“ordered” than our present relatively cool universe, which is scattered across 15 
billion light-years. They might have mentioned that the thermodynamic aspects 
of cosmology have been studied by numerous scientists who have found no 
contradictions.9 What is most interesting about Gish’s empty assertion is that it 
shows why creationism is pseudoscience. 


Recall that science proceeds by forming and testing hypotheses. Much of 
thermodynamics is reducible to well-tested mathematical equations. Big bang 
cosmologists have spelled out in considerable detail their hypotheses about the 
early moments of the universe.10 One could therefore test the hypothesis that big 
bang cosmology violates the second law of thermodynamics by calculating the 
entropy (the thermodynamic measure of order/disorder) of the universe under the 
conditions specified for (say) a minute after the big bang and comparing it to the 
universe as it is now. (While such calculations aren’t easy, they are the sort of 
thing genuine scientists routinely do, and the sort of thing the Institute for 


Creation Research would do if it did any scientific research.) As might be 
expected of pseudoscientists, creationists loudly insist that their hypothesis is a 
fact, but they dare not subject it to the obvious test. 


Gish’s argument against the big bang is actually less absurd than some of 
his other statements about thermodynamics. On one occasion, he argued that 
equilibrium constants cannot vary with temperature, or else they wouldn’t be 
called “constants.”11 In fact, equilibrium constants vary exponentially with 
temperature. Pressed about this later, Gish called it a “slip.”12 A geographer 
making such a “slip” might locate Saudi Arabia between Iowa and Nebraska. 


Flood Geology 


It’s no accident that the foundation work of modern scientific creationism is 
The Genesis Flood. Flood geology is absolutely crucial to scientific creationism. Not 
only do creationists need the Flood to float Noah’s ark, but it is their only 
explanation for the layers of sedimentary rock covering the continents. The 
sequence of rock strata (known as the geologic column) almost screams 
“ancient,” but the creationists claim that the Earth and its rocks are young. 
Furthermore, if conventional geology is correct, then the various fossilized life 
forms which appear sequentially in the rock strata actually appeared on Earth 
sequentially over a long period of time, whether by Darwinian evolution or some 
other means. Thus, of the three major tenets of scientific creationism, two of 
them (original special creation and young earth) collapse without the third. 


Flood geology cannot explain the distribution of fossils in geologic strata. 
That is, in extensive flatlying strata, where no folding or overthrusting has taken 
place, if fossils of primitive sea creatures called trilobites are found, they 
invariably lie below any layers containing plesiosaurs, ancient sea-going reptiles. 
The conventional explanation for this fact is that trilobites became extinct 
millions of years before plesiosaurs appeared on Earth. Creationists must explain 
such facts by the Flood. In The Genesis Flood, Whitcomb and Morris attribute such 
fossil distributions to the effects of habitat, victim mobility, and hydraulic 
sorting. 


The habitat-and victim-mobility hypotheses go hand in hand. Whitcomb 
and Morris argue that creatures of the sea and seashore would be buried first, 
then slow-moving lowland animals like amphibians and reptiles, then faster and 
more mobile land mammals, and finally wily and speedy man would be swept 
from the mountaintops. This rationalization superficially matches the overall 
trend of the record of animal fossils, but it fails to explain innumerable details: 


why, for instance, aren’t trilobites and plesiosaurs, both creatures of the shallow 
seas, found together? More obvious is the failure of these hypotheses to explain 
the appearance of fossilized angiosperms (flowering plants). The Earth’s 
shorelines are covered by a tremendous variety of flowering plants, and none of 
them can run very fast. Thus if Whitcomb and Morris were correct, the Flood 
should have overwhelmed some flowering plants along with the amphibians. Yet 
fossilized angiosperms first appear in early Cretaceous strata, several geologic 
epochs (and more than 200 million years) after the appearance of amphibians. 


In 1670, when Agostina Scilla first proposed hydraulic sorting as the 
mechanism by which the Flood could have sorted the fossils into strata, it was 
not an unreasonable hypothesis. That was not true nearly three centuries later 
when both the structure of the fossil record and the physics of hydraulic sorting 
should have been well-known to Whitcomb and Morris. Hydraulic sorting 
depends on simple mathematical relationships. Objects of the same shape have a 
cross-sectional area proportional to the square of their linear dimensions, and if 
their densities are the same, then their weights are proportional to the cubes of 
their dimensions. The ratio of weight to frontal area is therefore greater for larger 
objects, which means they fall faster through a fluid medium. If trilobites, for 
instance, were sorted hydraulically, we would find all large trilobites of a given 
species low in the fossil record and all small ones higher. What we actually find 
is that members of a given species of trilobites, whatever their individual sizes, 
appear and disappear together in the fossil record, precisely as the theory of 
evolution predicts. The hydraulic sorting hypothesis thus fails the most obvious 
test, and it’s incredible that Henry Morris, who flogs the public with his Ph.D in 
hydraulic engineering, could fail to understand this. 


Creationists have long cited “fossil graveyards,” geologic formations 
containing enormous numbers of fossils, as proof of the Flood. In The Genesis Flood, 
Whitcomb and Morris cited the Karroo Formation in Africa, which has been 
estimated to contain the remains of 800 billion vertebrate animals. They offered 
the Karroo, along with several other examples, as “typical illustrations of what is 
commonly encountered in the fossiliferous deposits of the world.” The authors 
concluded, “To attempt to account for these vast graveyards in terms of present- 
day processes and events, except via the most extreme and unscientific 
extrapolation, is absolutely impossible!” 13 


The implicit accusation—that orthodox geologists are unscientific—is 
particularly ironic in this case. Suppose a scientist believed, as creationists do, 
that essentially all of the animals fossilized in the Earth’s rocks were victims of a 
single flood. Obviously, they must then have been alive at the onset of the Flood. 


How could a scientist test the implications of this hypothesis? He or she might 
suppose that, somehow, 1% of all the vertebrate animals on earth ended up being 
buried in a single geologic formation, the Karroo. (In fact, the Karroo contains 
only a limited assemblage of species, so this assumption is generous.) Using the 
estimate Morris and many other creationists accept, simple multiplication shows 
that, at the onset of the Flood, there must have been about 80 trillion vertebrate 
animals inhabiting the Earth’s 40 billion acres of land. That amounts to two 
thousand animals per acre! Thus another creationist hypothesis immediately 
collapses into absurdity when subjected to an elementary test. 


Numerous other fatal flaws of Flood geology have been discussed 
elsewhere.14,15 Because it is the most flagrantly pseudoscientific aspect of 
creationism, creationists will do almost anything to avoid discussing Flood 
geology in public debates. In a debate at Tampa on September 19, 1981, Henry 
Morris refused to answer the devastating attack on Flood geology made by 
biologist Kenneth Miller. Morris claimed it was because he preferred to talk 
about the real issue, biological evolution. Even the creationists in the audience 
knew better. 


The Flood Waters and Continental Zip 


Creationists have a tremendous problem explaining where the Flood waters 
could have come from. The late George McCready Price, the Seventh-Day 
Adventist theologian who for thirty years was the leading antievolutionary 
writer, suggested that a tidal wave raised by a near collision with an astronomical 
body caused the Flood. Some older creationists appealed to comet tails and 
sudden, radical shifts of the Earth’s axis. Most modern scientific creationists 
follow the turn-of-the-century Quaker Isaac Newton Vail, who theorized that the 
Earth was once surrounded by a dense canopy of water vapor.16 The sudden 
collapse of this canopy supposedly caused Noah’s Flood, and some creationists 
believe that a second canopy collapsed to cause the (as in one) Ice Age. 


A bit of reflection reveals numerous and insuperable difficulties with a 
vapor canopy. To mention three: (a) there are no reasonable conditions under 
which a vapor canopy containing most of the ocean’s waters would be stable, (b) 
the condensation of such a canopy would release as much energy (latent heat) as 
the Earth receives from the sun in two or three centuries, and (c) the tremendous 
pressure at the base of such an atmosphere would be fatal to virtually all forms 
of terrestrial life. Indeed, creationist Robert E. Kofahl, science coordinator of the 
Creation-Science Research Center in San Diego, tested several variants of the 
canopy hypothesis. He concluded that “without miraculous supernatural 


intervention into the natural order . . . they all are doomed to failure. They 
cannot be made to fit with the laws of physics or with the requirements for life 
on Earth.” Kofahl, however, was not concerned about the lack of a natural 
mechanism since “God is not inadequate . . . for any need or circumstance.” 17 


Despite the obvious contradictions, many creationists cling to the vapor 
canopy. Henry Morris adopted it as his source for the Flood waters, and he bases 
other apologetics on it as well. For instance, he suggests that Methuselah and 
other pre-Flood patriarchs achieved their extreme longevity because the canopy 
shielded them from the aging effects of harmful radiation.18 Because the canopy 
hypothesis fails without divine intervention, Morris and other ICR creationists 
avoid discussing it before the unsaved, but it’s a hidden part of the creation 
model that they want taught in public schools. 


One creationist not satisfied with a supernaturally supported canopy is 
Walter Brown, director of the Institute for Creation Research’s Midwest Center 
in Wheaton, Illinois. A retired air force colonel with a Ph.D in mechanical 
engineering from MIT, Brown has the kind of credentials and self-assurance that 
appeal to a creationist audience. As part of his ministry, he delivers daylong 
seminars entitled “In the Beginning . . .” At these seminars, Brown presents 
arguments he claims conventional scientists can’t answer. For example, he 
claims that coal could not have been formed in prehistoric peat bogs, since it 
takes at least five feet of peat to make a foot of coal, and some coal seams are 
100 feet thick. “Can anyone here imagine a peat bog 500 feet thick? I mean, it’s 
ridiculous! How could the bottom layers grow?”19 Brown might as well argue that 
a lake couldn’t be 100 feet deep because it couldn’t rain at the bottom. A 
conventional geologist faced with either argument probably would be struck 
speechless. The same reaction might be evoked by Brown’s solution to the 
problem of the Deluge waters, which could be called the theory of continental 
Zip. 

Brown’s theory of continental zip should not be confused with conventional 
continental drift theory, which began to achieve widespread scientific acceptance 
in the mid-1960s. Drift theory, now accepted by almost all geologists, holds that 
huge chunks of the Earth’s crust (called tectonic plates) are actually in motion, 
sometimes spreading apart and sometimes overriding each other. It appears that 
about 200 million years ago the Earth’s major landmasses formed a single 
continent geologists call Pangaea (meaning “all Earth”). Then Pangaea broke 
apart, and the pieces which now form North and South America drifted away 
from Europe and Africa. According to the theory, they are still drifting at a few 
centimeters per year. To make the data fit a creationist framework, Brown tries to 


compress these millions of years of geologic history into one year. 


Suppose the Earth was originally created with an outer crust about five 
miles thick separated from a rocky inner core by a mile thick layer of 
superheated water at 500°F. Suppose this superheated water broke through the 
Earth’s crust in the middle of Pangaea. The crust ripped like rotten cloth, the rip 
extending nearly around the Earth. The escaping superheated water flashed into 
steam, and the continuing steam explosion tore loose millions of tons of dust and 
rock and carried them high into the atmosphere. The blast set the two halves of 
Pangaea in motion, sliding away from each other over the remaining water. 
When most of the water had escaped, the zipping continents braked to a halt. 
The braking action caused buckling in the areas that first began to drag, thus 
raising mountain ranges. Meanwhile, the escaped steam condensed, and it rained 
for forty days and forty nights. The Earth was flooded and the turbulent waters 
laid down most of the Earth’s present load of sedimentary rock, the sediments 
coming largely from material torn loose by escaping steam. Eventually the Flood 
waters ran off into the ocean basins, including the newborn Atlantic basin which 
straddled the escape rift—the mid-Atlantic rift. The moisture remaining in the 
atmosphere continued to fall as snow in the northern regions, causing a series of 
yearlong Ice Ages. 


Any geologist who thinks for a few moments about this Keystone Kops 
version of continental drift will find numerous fatal objections. An obvious test 
of the hypothesis comes from high school physics. At one of Brown’s seminars, 
someone objected that his theory calls for releasing an enormous amount of 
500°F water onto the Earth’s surface and into its atmosphere within a year. 
According to the law of conservation of energy, the heat energy contained in the 
water must be conserved. Wouldn’t things get unbearably hot? Brown replied 
that he hadn’t tried to calculate what the effect would be, and he tried to shrug 
off the objection by claiming that the expanding steam would have a cooling 
effect. This offers at best temporary relief since in condensing, the Flood waters 
would again release the heat which the expanding steam absorbed. Indeed, as I 
subsequently pointed out to Brown, cooling the amount of water he hypothesizes 
from 500°F to 212°F would release roughly as much energy as the Earth receives 
from the sun in a century. Brown admitted as this is a problem, but said his model 
has fewer difficulties than alternatives like the canopy.20 


Brown’s theory of continental zip illustrates the perils faced by a 
pseudoscientist who tries to be specific about the explanation for his dogma. 
Ignoring the obvious failures which already falsify his theory, Brown parodies 
scientific methodology by offering two predictions whose failure he says would 


falsify his theory. First, he predicts that large amounts of primeval water remain 
below the Earth’s major mountain ranges. Second, he predicts that all efforts to 
measure the slow continental drift rates predicted by orthodox plate tectonic 
theory will be futile. 


The Age of the Earth 


Scientific creationists insist that the Earth and universe are only 6,000 to 
10,000 years old. In his first book, That You Might Believe, Henry Morris argued that 
the conventional time scale is “ridiculous” because it is contradicted by the 
growth trend for human population. Morris noted that if the original population 
of the world was two, doubling it 30 times would produce the 1946 population 
of 2,160,000,000. Since the 1600s, human population has doubled roughly every 
century. Morris concluded that this population doubling rate was incompatible 
with any evolutionary scenario. “If, on the other hand, all people are descended 
from Noah and his wife, who according to the best Biblical chronology must 
have lived about 4,500 years ago, then the average interval for doubling is 150 
years, which is entirely reasonable.”21 


It’s hard to argue with that kind of logic. If a critic tested Morris’s 
hypothesis by calculating the world population it specifies for the time when the 
Great Pyramid was built (about sixteen people), Morris would claim he was 
being ridiculed. Besides, Morris now has sixty-nine other equally valid 
arguments against conventional geochronology, and he published all seventy in a 
laundry list in his 1977 book The Scientific Case for Creation.22 (This is still thirty 
fewer arguments than flat-earther William Carpenter offered in One Hundred Proofs 
that the Earth Is Not a Globe.) To judge the quality of the other arguments, consider 
what creationists usually cite as the best evidence for a young Earth. 


Thomas G. Barnes, head of ICR’s graduate school, claims that the decay of 
the Earth’s magnetic field proves that our planet is at most a few tens of 
thousands of years old. Barnes developed this argument in the early 1970s while 
he was professor of physics at the University of Texas (El Paso), and he has 
presented it at creationist conventions, in creationist periodicals, and in an ICR 
“technical monograph.”23 It is perhaps the creationists’ most widely cited piece 
of scientific research. 


Conventional scientists think that the geomagnetic field is generated in the 
Earth’s outer core by the circulation of molten material heated by radioactive 
decay. Barnes claims this is impossible. He argues that the field is generated by 
electric currents circulating in the Earth’s core since creation, and that, with 


nothing to sustain them, these currents must decay exponentially. He notes that 
the Earth’s magnetic moment has been measured reliably since about 1835, and 
it is decreasing. Barnes therefore concludes that the observed rate of decrease 
represents the decay of the currents in the core, and he calculates that the field 
decays with a half-life of 1,400 years. He then argues that the Earth cannot be 
older than about 10,000 years, since before that its magnetic field would have 
been unreasonably high. 


The Barnes hypothesis unequivocally predicts that 1,400 years ago the 
Earth’s magnetic field had twice its present strength, 2,800 years ago four times, 
4,200 years ago eight times, etc. A scientist proposing such an idea would 
immediately seek data that could confirm or falsify it. 


As it happens, the necessary data are readily available, for the strength of 
the Earth’s magnetic field over the past several thousand years is well 
documented. Archaeologists frequently can date a human habitation site by 
studying variations in the style and type of pottery found there, and they have 
detailed and reliable pottery chronologies for many regions and cultures. 
Because it can be dated reliably by historical methods, pottery is especially 
valuable for studying paleomagnetism (the history of the Earth’s magnetic field). 
When fired pottery cools through a critical temperature (called the Curie 
temperature), it becomes permanently magnetized by the Earth’s field. By 
measuring the magnetic moments preserved in reliably dated pottery, specialists 
in paleomagnetism have reconstructed the history of the Earth’s magnetic field 
for the last several millennia. More recently, it was discovered that mud bricks 
also preserve a record of the local geomagnetic field at the time they are made, 
and mud bricks from historical sites in Egypt and the Middle East provide an 
independent check on the pottery data.24 Barnes’s hypothesis predicts that three 
half-lives (4,200 years) ago, when according to Morris’s “very reasonable” 
hypothesis the human population was sixteen, the Earth’s magnetic field was 
eight times what it is now. The magnetic moments recorded in bricks and pottery 
from that era agree nicely: the Earth’s field then was slightly weaker than it is 
now. 


Neither Barnes nor any other creationist has ever, so far as I know, 
acknowledged that such data exists. But Barnes’s theory is not just flatly 
contradicted by the evidence. As G. Brent Dalrymple of the U.S. Geological 
Survey, Menlo Park, California, has shown, it is based on an obviously incorrect 
assumption.25 


Barnes assumes that the total energy of the Earth’s magnetic field is decaying 


with a half-life of 1,400 years, and the mechanism he hypothesizes to produce it 
would do exactly that. But the Earth’s magnetic field can be split into two 
components, the dipole and the nondipole moments. The dipole moment, the 
component which is recorded by pottery and bricks and upon which Barnes 
based his theory, is in fact decreasing at present. But the strength of the 
nondipole moment is increasing at almost the same rate so that the total energy 
of the Earth’s magnetic field is decreasing hardly at all. This fatal fact, which 
demonstrates that Barnes’s scheme is unequivocally wrong, is discussed at 
length in the very book from which Barnes drew his data!26 


There is, of course, much more. Paleomagnetic studies prove (to anyone but 
a creationist) that the Earth’s magnetic field undergoes long-term fluctuations, 
completely reversing itself every few million years. Barnes flatly asserts that 
such reversals are impossible. Nevertheless, the Earth’s field is probably 
generated by convection currents in its molten outer core, a mechanism 
analogous to the plasma currents which generate the magnetic fields of the sun 
and other stars. Astronomers have been observing the periodic polarity reversals 
of the sun and several bright stars for years. 


Creationist Astronomy 


Perhaps the most outspoken critic of conventional science among the 
creationists is Harold S. Slusher of the University of Texas (E] Paso) and the 
Institute for Creation Research. Slusher is also a foremost exponent of the 
conspiracy theory which holds that “evolutionists” conspire to suppress 
creationism. He has frequently accused conventional scientists of intellectual 
dishonesty and/or incompetence.27 


For many years, Slusher claimed the title “doctor” based on his honorary 
DSc. from Indiana Christian University. (ICU is a Bible college which, at last 
report, had a one-half-man graduate science department, i.e., a professor of 
natural science and mathematics.28) In 1981, Slusher got a PhD. from Columbia 
Pacific University, described by creationists as “a nontraditional university with 
two campuses in the Bay Area. The Graduate School is set up with a similar 
manner of operation to that of such European universities as the University of 
Vienna, University of Bologna, and the Sorbonne (Paris).”29 From the bologna 
about the Sorbonne and the universities of Vienna and Bologna, experienced 
creationist watchers will immediately (and correctly) infer that Columbia Pacific 
University is unaccredited. 


Slusher is noted for championing a theory that light travels in highly curved 


Riemannian space, and that the entire universe is actually only 15.7 (5m) light 
years across. Even more remarkable is his discovery (published in his 1974 
monograph A Critique of Radiometric Dating) that the radioactive decay constant of the 
isotope iron-57 can be changed up to 5% under laboratory conditions.30 In a 
revised recent edition of this monograph, Slusher further claims that the decay 
constant of cesium-133 can likewise be altered.31 In fact, neither isotope decays 
at all! 


Considering the foregoing, connoisseurs of pseudoscience would expect 
great things of a joint astronomical paper by Slusher and Barnes. In the 
December 1981 Creation Research Society Quarterly, they joined forces with G. Russell 
Akridge, whose affiliations have included Oral Roberts University, Bob Jones 
University, and the Westminster Schools in Atlanta, Georgia. Akridge also has 
taught summer courses in astronomy at ICR’s Graduate School. The Akridge- 
Barnes-Slusher paper, entitled “A Recent Creation Explanation of the 3 K 
Background Black Body Radiation,”32 is a landmark of creation science. 


The importance of the 3 K background radiation requires a bit of 
explanation. Among scientists who speculate about the origin of the universe, 
the most popular theory is known as the big bang. This theory was proposed by 
the Belgian astrophysicist Georges Edouard Lemaitre, who was also a Catholic 
priest. In about 1927, Lemaitre proposed that billions of years ago all of the 
matter and energy of the universe were contained in a cosmic egg. They were 
liberated in a violent explosion, and, as a result, the universe is still expanding 
today. Lemaitre’s theory was elaborated and popularized by the great Russian 
American physicist George Gamow. Gamow noted that if the big bang theory 
were true, radiation produced at a certain point in the explosion should still 
permeate the universe. Though originally very hot, this fossil radiation would be 
cooled by the expansion of the universe. It should now be a few degrees above 
absolute zero, and it should have the spectrum of a black body, an ideal radiator. 
Gamow’s prediction was dramatically confirmed in 1964 when two Bell 
Laboratories physicists, Arno Penzias and Robert Wilson, discovered that the 
universe is permeated with black-body radiation with a temperature spectrum 
corresponding to 3 K. This discovery brought Penzias and Wilson the 1978 
Nobel Prize in physics. 


Akridge, Barnes, and Slusher ignore Gamow’s prediction and assert that the 
big bang theory cannot explain the 3 K background radiation. They argue that, if 
such radiation were present initially, it would have escaped the universe long 
ago. (Nothing can escape a relativistic universe by any conventional means; and 
it’s incredible that Akridge, Barnes, and Slusher—all three of whom have 


published articles about special relativity—do not seem to know that.) They also 
ridicule big bang theorists for basing some of their calculations on an “artificial 
model” of the expanding universe with finite volume and perfectly reflecting 
walls. (Cosmologists use this simple model instead of the more difficult 
relativistic equations because it gives precisely the same answers with a lot less 
hassle.) More interesting than the Akridge, Barnes, and Slusher sins of omission 
and distortion is their pseudoscientific creation. After making their ridiculous 
criticisms of conventional theory, the authors offer their own explanation for the 
3 K background radiation. They argue that the dust and gas of the galaxy were 
created at absolute zero and have been warming up ever since. They claim that if 
the interstellar dust and gas were created at absolute zero and have been 
warming up for about 6,800 years, (roughly, since the traditional date for 
creation, 4004 BC), it should presently be at—surprise!—3 K. 


Only a professional astronomer can properly appreciate the absurdity of the 
A, B and S theory, but one contradiction is obvious to any amateur astronomer. 
If the 3 K radiation came from dust and gas in the galaxy, its intensity would 
exhibit a strong maximum in the plane of the Milky Way, where most of the dust 
and gas are concentrated, and a minimum in the direction of the galactic poles. 
But (as A, B and S state explicitly at the beginning of their paper) the intensity 
of the 3 K radiation is remarkably uniform, varying from the average by no more 
than 0.1% in any direction! Thus the A, B and S hypothesis fails the most 
obvious test imaginable. 


Conclusion 


Scientific creationism is the best organized movement in the history of 
American pseudoscience, and thus the most dangerous. Since they cannot win by 
the rules of science, creationists promote their doctrines by religious, political, 
and legal means. While Jerry Falwell promotes creationism on television, 
thousands of other fundamentalist ministers push it from their pulpits, and many 
of them pay ICR propagandists to speak in their churches. The nation’s largest 
protestant denomination, the Southern Baptists, has officially endorsed the 
teaching of creation science in public schools.33 They and other fundamentalists 
continually pursue this goal through legislation and school board action. 


The preceding examples of creation science come from some of the 
intellectual leaders of the creationist movement. Readers seeking more examples 
of creationist pseudoscience should consult back issues of the Creation Research 
Society Quarterly, the Bible-Science Newsletter, Acts & Facts/Impacts, or any other creationist 
periodical. The Creation Research Society Quarterly especially provides a Safe, slick- 


paper haven where creation scientists can publish their most bizarre 
rationalizations, confident that their colleagues will be too kind (or too blind) to 
insist that they subject their hypotheses to elementary tests. 


Science is a method for discovering reliable knowledge about the universe 
through forming and testing hypotheses. But scientific creationists dare not test 
most of their major hypotheses. Furthermore, as Whitcomb and Morris state 
explicitly in the opening quotation, creationists give their interpretation of the 
Bible more weight than any fact of science. For these reasons, scientific 
creationism is a classical pseudoscience. The gulf between it and genuine 
science is unbridgeable. 
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Part VI 


The Philosophy of Pseudoscience 


Chapter 20 


The Philosophy Of Pseudoscience 


(The text of this chapter is that of a letter dated February 
1984 
to Kevin Wirth, director Of students for origins Research, 
and a creation scientist.) 


Pseudoscientists are often accused of ignoring ordinary scientific channels. 
Like many broad statements made about complex topics, this accusation is partly 
true and partly false. Promoters of pseudoscientific ideas typically do approach 
scientists with their stuff—at least at first. But these contacts are typically 
disastrous in one way or another. Velikovsky, for instance, approached Harlow 
Shapley with his stuff long before Worlds in Collision was published. Shapley’s 
scientific judgment was precisely on target—Velikovsky’s ideas are utterly 
absurd—but Shapley’s conduct in trying to suppress Velikovsky’s book was 
inexcusable. (In an article about Velikovsky, I called the episode “one of the 
more shameful incidents in the history of science.”) At any rate, Velikovsky 
found his followers mainly among people ignorant of science. I know three 
scientists (Patterson is one of them13) who, being approached by perpetual 
motionists, have assisted them in testing their systems. The results have, 
needless to say, been uniformly unfavorable to perpetual motion. The perpetual 
motionists involved have been uniformly undeterred by failure. I’m sure that 
Henry Morris14 has tried to talk to at least some scientists about Flood Geology. 
(On the other hand, he apparently concealed his views while at the University of 
Minnesota, and people he worked with in the Hydraulics Laboratory say they 
had no idea he had already published That You Might Believe.) But the cognitive 
dissonance involved in trying to argue Flood Geology with someone who knows 
geology must be exceedingly distressing, even for so deluded a man as Morris. 
I’ve published six Flood arguments creationists can’t answer.is Any good 
geologist could easily offer 60. True Believers, of course, rationalize away their 
inability to meet scientists on their own ground, but they also learn to avoid 
them. 


Thus, pseudoscientists who seek support for their views—whether they’re 


perpetual motionists, Velikovskians, or creationists—quickly learn to “go over 
the heads” of the scientists, to the people. All of them rail against the scientific 
establishment that rejects them. Velikovskians have established a broad if thin 
base of support among Forteans and freelance cranks. Perpetual motionists find 
support by the millions of dollars among people suspicious of establishment 
science, the energy companies, and perhaps the world in general. Creationist 
support comes mainly from a fundamentalist public that doesn’t understand the 
arguments. (As you know, creationists also try to get public recognition for their 
ideas by force of law.) This is not to say that pseudoscientists find support 
exclusively among the scientifically illiterate. I once drove 600 miles to 
interview the registered professional engineer who convinced his company to put 
up $150,000 for “research and development” on an outrageous perpetual motion 
machine. Later, when the “inventor”16 was hauled into court (partly as a result of 
my investigation, I might add), his attorneys found a professor of chemistry at a 
major university to testify in favor of the machine. (That was before the Texas 
Attorney General’s office found the concealed electric wires and motor that 
made the working model work.) I’ve talked on the phone to an engineer from 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute who spoke favorably of a “magnetic motor’’17 
scheme. A couple of my “spies” have recently told me about a national TV news 
story about another “magnetic motor” scheme, which a scientist and an engineer 
defended on the tube. Velikovsky counted several scientists and engineers 
among his defenders, including one astronomer! (The latter gentleman has also 
published in CRSQ.18) The reasons perpetual motion machines and Velikovskian 
planetary ping-pong find occasional support from scientists and engineers, and 
the extent to which these reasons also apply to creationism, are beyond the scope 
of this letter. Creationism has a powerful appeal not available to the 
Velikovskians and perpetual motionists. Good old Henry Morris laid it on the 
line for an Iowa congregation in April, 1984: he said it’s possible to be a 
Christian evolutionist, just as it’s possible to be a Christian liar or a Christian 
thief; but it’s not right. People susceptible to this sort of manipulation sometimes 
become creationists in spite of their scientific training. 


Do you want to establish “creation science” as independent of the Bible? 
You may begin by naming six geologists who (a) argue that essentially all of the 
sedimentary rocks on earth were laid down a few thousand years ago by a global 
deluge, and (b) that the Bible is a book of myth, legend, and history of no real 
importance to modern man. If accepting Flood Geology is not dependent upon 
accepting a strict interpretation of Genesis, that should be easy, since there are 
tens of thousands of geologists around. If you could do that, perhaps someone 


besides your fellow True Believers would take you seriously. But you and I 
know damned well who takes Flood Geology seriously. 


Chapter 21 


Science vs. PseudoScience 


The differences between science and pseudoscience are of two kinds, 
differences of attitude and differences of method, with the latter following from 
the former. For pseudoscientists, the key to attitude is emotional commitment, 
either to self or to some higher ideal. Science is rational; pseudoscience is 
usually irrational. Indeed, pseudoscientists sometimes scoff at rationality as 
though it were the refuge of scoundrels. It’s useful to examine the two headings 
at some length. 


Pseudoscientific Attitudes 


The key element in a pseudoscientific attitude is a belief in one’s personal 
infallibility. Whether promoting the fruit of their own intellects or ideologies 
concocted by others, pseudoscientists are driven by unshakable emotional 
commitment, and they have no doubt about the truth of their ideas. While 
conventional scientists tend to be extra skeptical of emotionally attractive ideas, 
pseudoscientists gladly leap to attractive conclusions, assuming that desirable 
theories are true until proven false. 


A detailed examination is presented below: 


1. Pseudoscience appeals to democratic ideals, and followers demand 
fairness or equal time. (Actually, they usually are only interested in 
limited democracy, embracing their theory and the prevailing theory, and 
this only until they can throw the prevailing theory out.) Two good 
examples are the Velikovskians and the scientific creationists. This is 
consistent with the pathologically open mind characteristic of 
pseudoscientists; many of whom seem to think that, given two ideas, 
both are equally probable (except that the one he wants to believe is 
more probable). But science is elitist in the extreme, and only the best 
ideas get attention. 


2. Pseudoscientists take a political view of science, which holds the 
following principles: 


a. Conventional scientists are essentially political appointees, 
incompetents who hold their positions by virtue of their 
connections. Too blind to see the truth themselves, they conspire 
to suppress alternative views. Velikovsky suggested this in Worlds 
in Collision (p. 221) when he said, “It is a kind of collective 
psychological blind spot which prevents the understanding of the 
clearly revealed and _ scores-of-times-repeated disruption of 
astronomical, geological and geographical phenomena.” 


Note that the whole world is blind except for Velikovsky. 
Pseudoscientists frequently assume that orthodox scientists are 
blind and bigoted. Since their own views are nothing but 
prejudices, they assume that scientists’ views are merely 
prejudices too. 


b. Truth is what you can make somebody believe. Being political 
animals, incapable of distinguishing their prejudices from cosmic 
truth, many pseudoscientists believe that orthodox scientists are 
dishonest. Pseudoscientists frequently argue like political 
propagandists. This dishonesty might be because their ultimate 
measure of truth is what they want to believe. Pseudoscience 
accepts—sometimes seems to worship—personal validation. 


c. Pseudoscientists hold and defend their views like political or 
religious dogma. They often express wonder when orthodox 
scientists change their minds. Pseudoscientists view every such 
concession (or any other uncertainty) as a sign of weakness. Their 
own positions, of course, are chiseled into stone. Who, for 
instance, ever heard Immanuel Velikovsky retract a single one of 
his statements or positions? If he ever considered revising Worlds in 
Collision, he gave no sign of it. The closest that he ever came to 
admitting it could use revision was when he said that, if he 
revised it, he would be accused of some sort of dishonesty. 
Obviously, he considered a change of mind as a sign of weakness. 


d. Pseudoscience is prescriptive; conventional science is 
descriptive. Pseudoscientists seem to think that scientific laws 
control nature. They take a revolutionary view of science, 
assuming that if they could overthrow the present power 
structure, they could impose their rules, and nature would 


somehow change to conform to them. This concept totally ignores 
the correspondence principle,i9 to say nothing of the laws of 
nature. Pseudoscientists never put it into plain English, but it is 
often implicit in their writings. 


An interesting illustration of this revolutionary view appears in G. 
Harry Stine’s guest editorial “Beyond Relativity” in the 
November 1979 issue of Analog Science Fiction/Science Fact magazine. 
Stine rails against “the Keepers of the Faith [who] will not permit 
anyone to question the theories of relativity, the constancy of the 
speed of light, or the space-time concepts of the Einsteinian 
Universe” (p. 6). Why this outburst? Because “the Keepers of the 
Faith deny mankind the stars because ‘it is impossible for any 
material object to exceed the speed of light’” (p. 8). Apparently 
Mr. Stine would like general relativity to be overthrown so we 
could visit distant stars! If relativity falls, however, it will be 
because it is wrong, not because Mr. Stine doesn’t like it. 


3. Pseudoscience would hold that a desirable theory is true until 
proven false. (It is, of course, possible to deny all evidence that proves 
a theory false.) Conventional science has confidence in the validity of 
a theory after it has been subjected to repeatable experiments. 


4. Pseudoscience is revolutionary. Faced with a piece of anomalous 
data to an established theory, a conventional scientist tentatively 
assumes it is a false anomaly and that the established theory will hold. 
The conclusion will rely on further testing of the theory. A 
pseudoscientist first consults his prejudices. If the data is anomalous to 
his own theory, he ignores it. If it is anomalous to conventional theory, 
he might rush forth proclaiming the science overthrown. (These two 
outcomes are not mutually exclusive.) 


Pseudoscientific Methods 


The differences between the methods of science and pseudoscience can be 
summarized as follows: 


Science is an open system, and its ultimate appeal is to the evidence. It is based on 
inductive reasoning, which attempts to formulate general laws from specific 
observations. Because pseudoscience is a closed system based on belief, its ultimate 
appeal is to doctrine. Thus pseudoscientists base their systems on deductive logic, 


deducing how the world should act from their doctrines. 


A detailed examination is presented below: 


1. There are two fundamental differences between the methods of science and pseudoscience: 
a. Pseudoscientists either aren’t aware of difficulties, deny them, or 
brush them aside. Velikovsky never acknowledged that difficulties 
with his theory existed. To a pseudoscientist a few fatal facts can’t hurt 
a desirable theory. If you can account for some of the data, you can 
safely ignore the rest. 


Conventional scientists, however, sweat over anomalies and missing 
mechanisms. Thus Alfred Wegener, who formulated the theory of 
continental drift, labored mightily to find a mechanism to explain the 
evidence and in the end was dissatisfied with his best efforts. (See “If 
Continents Can Wander, Why Not Planets,” which is found in the Appendix for a discussion 
of Wegener. ed.) b. Most fundamental scientists constantly test their 
hypotheses while pseudoscientists rarely dare test their own 
hypotheses, testing being a dangerous business, since it might fail. 
Pseudoscientists prefer to throw rocks at conventional ideas and, 
casting doubt upon them, claim that their own theories should be 
adopted by default. 


2. Pseudoscientists tend to reject or ignore the correspondence 
principle. Pseudoscientists believe that theories come and go largely as 
a matter of fashion. Carried to its logical conclusion, this assumes that 
there is no ultimate truth, that 2 + 2 may someday equal 5. However, 
we will never go back to the flat-earth theory, to the theory of 
immovable continents, or to a very young Earth. All three ideas are 
very thoroughly contradicted by the evidence. This does not, however, 
mean that our ideas about the precise shape of the earth, the motions of 
the continents and the age of the earth are unchangeable. 


3. Conventional scientists are concerned about anomalous evidence. 
Anomalous data don’t necessarily kill an established theory. If the 
theory is well buttressed by repeatable experiments, the implication is 
that the anomalous data are either erroneous (that is, they are false 
anomalies) or misunderstood. But when the amount of anomalous data 
is large, the theory is usually in trouble. 


Pseudoscientists, however, are not concerned about anomalous data. 
For a pseudoscientist, there is always some way to save desirable 
theories or evidence. For instance, the scientific creationists are quite 
prepared to throw out 99% of the data as anomalous. In the same vein, 
Occam’s razor and the principle of parsimony are obstacles to 
pseudoscience. Any number of ad hoc assumptions may be strung 
together to produce the desired result. 


4. For a pseudoscientist, there is always some way to dispose of 
inconvenient theories or facts. Particularism (selecting evidence that 
agrees with one’s theory) is a legitimate mode of pseudoscientific 
argument. Just deal with troublesome evidence piece by piece and 
ignore the fact that it often fits together into a remarkably ordered 
structure. A precious example of this is the creationist textbook Biology: 
A Search for Order in Complexity in which the authors reportedly complain 
that children should just be taught facts, and not theories. (The theory 
that shouldn’t be taught, of course, is the theory of evolution.) 


Conclusion 


Because of the fundamental differences between’ science and 
pseudoscience, true dialogue between them is all but impossible. Scientists 
ultimately appeal to logic and evidence while pseudoscientists appeal to 
ideology. The result is somewhat like a dialogue in which one side speaks 
Navajo and the other Sanskrit. It results in more frustration than communication. 
Indeed, both sides often go away convinced that the other is dishonest. 


But can someone with no scientific training spot pseudoscience? Actually, 
yes. Watch out for people who substitute bald assertions for facts. Be suspicious 
of theorists who appear to be rationalizing a personal belief system. (Be 
especially suspicious of theories you yourself want to believe!) Be skeptical of a 
theory proposed by someone who obviously doesn’t understand his subject. (If 
the dragon of relativity is ever slain, it will perish at the hands of someone who 
understands it better than Einstein did.) And look out for the self-proclaimed 
genius who knows more about everything than everybody. 


This book is limited to four main areas of pseudoscientific ideas, but the 
field is vast. From the Laetrile peddlers to the scientific creationists to the phony 
psychics, charlatans are all around us. Many—probably most—of them believe 
their own stuff, at least to some extent. Some of them are harmless, even 


amusing. Some can be hazardous to your health and freedom. 


I hope that you have found this book entertaining and that you have also 
gained some insight into the potential dangers associated with pseudoscientific 
thinking. The next chapter explores pseudoscientific methods, attitudes, and 
scholarship in some detail using examples provided by the creationists. 


Chapter 22 


Creationist Propaganda Methods 


If they can lie like hell about us, the least we can do is to tell the truth about them.1 
—John W. Patterson, 1981 


Consider the plight of professional scientific creationists. Scientific truth 
has failed them. From nearly every field of natural science—geology, biology, 
physics, astronomy—comes overwhelming evidence against their cherished 
beliefs. They are missionaries for doctrines that cannot be defended with 
scientific evidence and logic. Conventional scientists scorn them as deluded 
fanatics at best, charlatans at worst. What can they do? 


To judge from their actions, the Institute for Creation Research, the Bible- 
Science Association, and the Creation Research Society have abandoned all 
hope of winning conventional scientists over to their views. Instead, they take 
their message to their fundamentalist constituency in churches, Bible colleges, 
and (where strong campus fundamentalist ministries exist) secular universities. 
Suitably aroused, these people band together and try by political means to force 
the public schools to teach creationism as science. 


Fundamentalist preachers are a key element in the creation science fraud. It 
works like this. The preacher thunders against evolution from the pulpit, telling 
his flock that they must choose between the theory of evolution and the Bible. 
(During the salad days of creationism in Livermore, California, public-school 
students were shown a filmstrip that demanded that they make this choice. The 
filmstrip has been banished from Livermore public schools, but private school 
students are constantly hammered with this idea.) Perhaps he tells them that 
evolution is a doctrine of the religion of humanism and is the cause of racism, 
Nazism, communism, Fascism, atheism, drug addiction, pornography, pollution, 
halitosis, hemorrhoids, and the heartbreak of psoriasis. The preacher and some of 
the laymen study antiscientific books published by the Institute for Creation 
Research. Now they are ready for a lecture by one of ICR’s professional 
propagandists. 


Duane Gish comes into their church and gives his Christian testimony. Then 
he gives a public lecture in which he talks in code, giving scientific-sounding 


arguments against evolution and proposing instead a scenario, which just 
happens to precisely parallel the Genesis account of creation and the Flood. He 
doesn’t mention the Bible in this public lecture. He doesn’t have to. The 
creationists in the audience know exactly what he’s talking about. 


Duane Gish is creationism’s most skillful propagandist. We once appeared 
together on WHO radio in Des Moines, Iowa, and Gish showed me how he can 
deal with inconvenient facts. During the show, I asked him about the fossils 
contained in the Karroo Formation in Africa. This rock body is mentioned in 
numerous creationist books (including one of Gish’s) as evidence for the Deluge. 
It’s estimated that the Karroo Formation contains the fossils of 800 billion 
vertebrate animals, which creationists claim were drowned in the Flood. 
Suppose, I said, that as many as 1% of the vertebrate animals alive on Earth at 
the beginning of the Flood somehow ended up fossilized in the Karroo 
formation. That would mean that at least 80 trillion vertebrate animals were 
living on Earth when the Deluge began, or about 2,000 per acre of land surface. I 
suggested that things might have been a bit crowded. 


The argument is unanswerable, so Gish tried to stonewall by suggesting that 
my arithmetic was inaccurate. Caught without my calculator, I reproduced the 
figures for him with pen and paper. Cornered, he replied that “creationists can’t 
explain everything. It’s been estimated that there are 100 billion billion herring 
in the sea. How do you explain that?” Unfortunately, we went off the air before I 
found the explanation. A simple calculation shows that 100 billion billion 
herring would amount to about 27,000 herring per square foot of ocean surface. 
Obviously, (a) they are all red herring and (b) they were specially created—by 
Duane Gish! 


As we will see, the Institute for Creation Research promotes a strange 
standard of truth. But what is truth, anyway? Of the many points of view about 
truth, three bear importantly on matters discussed in this book. These are the 
following: 

1. Truth is. 
2. Truth is what I believe. 


3. Truth is what I can make others believe. 


The first is called the empirical view. It is generally held by scientists, who 
assume that natural truths exist independent of anyone’s opinions. Science does 
not deal in absolutes since theories about nature can never be absolutely proven. 


Instead, scientists seek reliable knowledge about the universe. Science is an open 
system, and scientists must always be prepared to change their theories to fit new 
facts. The essence of this view is that nature is the measure of truth. 


The second viewpoint—truth is what I believe—is metaphysical. In 
religions and other belief systems, truth is based on faith rather than the exterior 
world. Scientific creationists believe that their interpretation of the Bible is 
absolute truth. To maintain this belief, they program themselves to strain all 
evidence through the true believer’s sieve: they accept without reservation that 
which fits, reject without hesitation that which can’t be made to fit. 


The third view—truth is what I can make others believe—is pathological. 
For propagandists and ideologues of various stripes—including many scientific 
creationists—this seems to be the ultimate gospel. 


Lying outright is fraught with risk, and those creationists unconstrained by 
ethics therefore tend to avoid it on tactical grounds. But it’s possible to deceive 
without making inherently false statements. The unscrupulous can misrepresent 
science and scientists in numerous other ways. Fallacious logic, verbal trickery, 
straw man arguments, and erroneous statistical arguments are effective ways of 
misrepresenting science. A propagandist can also quote minority opinions as 
representative of science and present data that is questionable, out of date, or 
even known to be erroneous. Scientists can be misrepresented by quoting them 
in a way that distorts their views, or by quoting theories or opinions they have 
publicly repudiated. Creationist propagandists use all of these techniques. 


It is impossible to say how much of this misrepresentation is fuzzy thinking 
and how much is outright fraud. Many obviously sincere creationists live in an 
Orwellian world of doublethink, where fundamentalist religion is science, 
conventional science is humanistic religion, and laws compelling science 
teachers to dispense slightly-diluted Genesis are bills to protect academic 
freedom. In what follows, we will examine the methods by which creationist 
propagandists deceive their followers, the public, and perhaps themselves. 
Where we find consistent patterns of deceit, where we find misrepresentations 
skillfully constructed so that they can be shrugged off as misunderstandings, we 
can conclude that the perpetrators are indeed lying for God. 


Fallacious Logic 


All of the fallacies of informal reasoning are legitimate modes of argument. 


Whether delusion or fraud, the hodgepodge of misstated evidence and 
muddled logic that is scientific creationism rests on one fundamental logical 
fallacy: if conventional scientists are wrong, then creationists are right. 
Creationism’s founding father, Henry M. Morris, expresses the fundamental 
fallacy this way: 


Since there are only two possible models, and they are diametrically opposed, it is clear 
that evidence against evolution constitutes positive evidence for creation and evidence 
against creation is evidence for evolution.2 


In truth, scientific creationism is only one of a myriad of alternatives to 
conventional scientific views about how the Earth reached its present state. Let 
us briefly examine two other models. 


Conventional scientists claim that the earth’s geologic history is best 
explained by the well-known processes of uplift, erosion, deposition, etc. 
Creationists claim that essentially the entire geologic column—the layers of 
sedimentary rocks that cover the continents to an average depth of a mile—was 
deposited by the Flood. A third alternative was proposed by the late Immanuel 
Velikovsky. Beginning in 1950, Velikovsky published a series of books and 
articles in which he argued that many of the earth’s geologic structures were 
formed in tremendous catastrophes caused by near collisions between Earth and 
the planets Venus and Mars. Though Velikovsky’s views were rejected by 
scientists, a small but vociferous band of followers carries on Velikovsky’s work. 
They also publish a journal, Kronos, which is at least as scientific as the Creation 


Research Society Quarterly. 


More recently, Erik von Daniken and his tribe have promoted the ancient 
astronaut scheme. Many variations on this theme exist, most of them antithetical 
to both conventional science and scientific creationism. Some argue that man 
neither evolved nor was specially created in the Garden of Eden. Rather, we are 
descendants of colonists left here by flying saucers. How did various forms of 
animals get here? The planet was stocked by flying saucers. What is the 
evidence for all this? Well... 


The parallels between Velikovskyism, ancient astronaut theory, and 
scientific creationism are numerous. All three draw more or less heavily on the 
Bible. Each is supported by a hard core of people with graduate degrees in 
science or (more often) engineering. Of the three ideas, the ancient astronaut 
scheme probably fits the scientific evidence best. It accepts conventional 
geology and most of the rest of science, merely throwing in some extraterrestrial 
meddling here and there. Velikovskyian catastrophism contradicts conventional 


geology and astronomy, and Velikovsky also had some novel ideas about 
evolution. Both ancient astronaut theory and Velikovskyism fit the scientific 
evidence far better than creationism, which is flatly contradicted by a broad 
array of evidence from geology, astronomy, radiometric dating, etc. But most 
scientists reject all three concepts as pseudoscience. 


Despite the numerous alternatives which fit the evidence better than their 
own theory, scientific creationists cling to their “either/or” pretense. Ignoring all 
other alternatives, they promote a “two model” approach, one model being 
evolution and the other their version of creation. 


Since creationists cannot escape the religious origin of scientific 
creationism, they try to argue that evolution is religion too. “Evolution is just as 
religious (as creationism),” Duane Gish has said. “It is the basic dogma of the 
American Humanist Association, it is the basic dogma of atheism and 
Humanism and agnosticism.”3 Sometimes he quotes AHA literature that calls 
Humanism “a nontheistic religion.”4 


The AHA (Humanism with a capital H) is in fact a nontheistic religious 
organization with fewer than six thousand members. If evolution really were 
“the basic dogma of the American Humanist Association” (it is not), that would 
hardly make evolution a religious concept. Heliocentricity, for example, was a 
doctrine of Pythagoreanism, but that does not mean that everyone who accepts 
the Copernican system is a Pythagorean. It is beyond my imagination that 
professors of apologetics at Christian Heritage College are such incompetent 
logicians that they can offer this argument in good faith. 


Semantic Trickery 


Reality can be manipulated. The pseudoscholar can, for instance, invent idosyncratic 


definitions of terms and insist that these definitions represent reality. 


Another way scientific creationists deceive the public (and possibly 
themselves) is with word games. (In some respects, the fundamental fallacy is a 
semantic trick, but we’re hunting bigger game now.) Let’s consider some of the 
semantic games creationists play with the terms evolution, atheism, religion, humanism, 
order, theory, and fact. In each case, it’s difficult to interpret the confusion, 
seemingly epidemic among creationists, as accidental. 


In his voluminous writings, Henry M. Morris often uses “evolution” to 
mean any concept which doesn’t fit his narrow concept of creation. That 


includes cosmology, stellar evolution, uniformitarian geology, or the sequential 
appearance of diverse life forms on Earth. Elsewhere, he uses “evolution” to 
mean natural selection, a theory proposed to explain evolution by descent with 
modification. By sowing this confusion, he can then cite criticisms of (say) the 
neo-Darwinian synthesis as criticisms of “evolution” and be confident that many 
of his listeners will interpret them as arguments against any naturalistic 
explanation of the universe. Other creationists play the same game. 


Duane Gish is an absolute master of semantic trickery, and one might ask 
what impressions his propaganda games with the words “humanism” and 
“atheism” plant in the minds of unsophisticated listeners. One of his favorite 
arguments is that evolution is a doctrine of “the religion of secular humanism,” 
which he claims is the dominant philosophy in the educational establishment 
today. He then argues that public-school students are being indoctrinated in 
“atheistic religion.” While professional educators blubber a lot about humanism 
—humanistic values, humanistic education, humanistic lunch—it is to them 
mainly a buzzword that means (roughly translated) “soft and cuddly.” 
Associating this use of “humanism” with the religion Humanism is like arguing 
that an orthodox scientist is a member of the Greek Orthodox Church. Such 
humanism is only vaguely related to the political, philosophical, and ethical 
pieties of the American Humanist Association. Finally, the word “atheist,” like 
“humanist,” triggers a Pavlovian reaction in most fundamentalists. Science, like 
accounting and chess, does not appeal to miracles, and is therefore nontheistic. 
Gish prefers to use the term “atheistic” because with a little encouragement, 
many fundamentalists will associate nontheistic science with atheism. 


It’s not widely recognized that creationism’s most popular argument against 
conventional science rests in part on a clever semantic trick. Though he did not 
invent the argument, Henry M. Morris has made an appeal to the second law of 
thermodynamics the central apologetic of creationism. His swindle goes like 
this: “In the evolutionary model, the universe in its present form began in a state 
of randomness and has been gradually becoming more ordered and complex 
over the ages . . .”5 Morris was referring to the leading scientific theory of the 
origin of the universe, the so-called big bang theory, which postulates that the 
universe began with a tremendous explosion perhaps 15 billion years ago. The 
matter created in the explosion—mostly hydrogen and helium—eventually 
condensed into galaxies, stars, planets, etc. Speaking in a general sense, then, the 
universe has indeed developed order from the chaotic debris of an explosion. But 
Morris had something specific in mind. 


A few pages later, he offered the following: 


Not only does the Second Law (of thermodynamics) point back to creation; it also 
directly contradicts evolution. Systems do not naturally go toward higher order, but 
toward lower order. Evolution requires a universal principle of upward change; the 
entropy law is a universal principle of downward change.6 


The thermodynamic concept of entropy can sometimes be interpreted as 
“order.” But it is “order” in a narrowly defined scientific sense, not in an 
intuitive sense. In thermodynamic terms, the concentrated matter and energy of 
the big bang were very highly ordered, and the universe has been proceeding 
toward thermodynamic disorder (technically, increased entropy) ever since. By 
pretending that the word “order” has the same meaning in both passages, Morris 
tries to manufacture a contradiction between big bang cosmology and 
thermodynamics. (Ironically, this punning central apologetic of creationism is 
precisely parallel to the central argument of the ultimate Bible-Science, flat- 
earthism. The foundation proof of flat-earthism is as follows: Everyone 
acknowledges that still bodies of water [lakes, canals, etc.] are level; therefore, 
the Earth is level, or flat.) This is a favorite fantasy among creationists. Harold S. 
Slusher, whose scientific works were examined in detail in chapter 19 on 
“Creation Pseudoscience,” plays precisely the same word game with big bang 
cosmology, saying, “This position maintains that there operate self-transforming 
processes in this system of matter and energy (the universe) that changed it from 
the highly disordered, chaotic state it was in the beginning of their scheme to the 
very complicated, highly ordered cosmos we observe today.”7 Then he argues 
that big bang cosmology is contradicted by the second law of thermodynamics.8 


Once more? As noted in chapter 19 “Creation Pseudosceince,” Duane Gish 
plays the same name game with the big bang. 


We had that Cosmic Egg that exploded. Nothing operated on that Cosmic Egg from 
outside of the cloud of hydrogen and helium. Nothing was brought from the outside. It 
transformed itself from that chaotic state. Certainly an explosion doesn’t generate order. 
It generates chaos. And from that initial chaotic state, we have the highly ordered 
universe that we have today. Now, ladies and gentlemen, that is directly contradictory to 
the second law of thermodynamics.9 


As we have seen, ladies and gentlemen, that argument represents either 
fuzzy thinking or fraud. Nevertheless, creationists are obsessed with the idea that 
evolution is contradicted by thermodynamics. Thermoapologetics were also 
examined in detail in the chapter “Creationist Pseudoscience.” 


Another semantic trick is to half admit the truth but pretend there are 
reservations. Thus ICR creationist Gary Parker wrote, “Cambrian trilobites and 
Cretaceous dinosaurs aren’t usually found together”’10 (emphasis added). As 
Parker knows very well, Cambrian trilobites are never found with Cretaceous 
dinosaurs. His statement is therefore equivalent to saying that solid lead usually 
won’t float in water. 


One final word game: Creationists insist that evolution is “only a theory,” as 
if theories are something to be scorned. Indeed, laymen tend to use the term 
“theory” for idle speculation. Perhaps it was to exploit this perception that Henry 
Morris wrote the following: 


It is hard to believe that the leaders of evolutionary thought, not to mention their hosts 
of uncritical followers, have ever really confronted this gross contradiction between 
their theory of evolution (which they protest overmuch to be a “fact”) and the second 
law of thermodynamics.11 


Morris would have his readers believe that scientific laws trump theories. 
Therefore, the imaginary conflict he sees between evolution and 
thermodynamics should, in his view, be settled immediately by tossing out the 
lowly theory. Indeed, Morris and other creationists seem sadly confused about 
the scientific meanings of the words fact, law, and theory. 


To most scientists, a fact is a “truth known by actual experience or 
observation.” A scientific law is a well-established and more or less precise rule 
of thumb, which can usually be stated concisely. A theory is a body of laws 
which describes the facts of some aspect of the universe. Thus the laws of 
thermodynamics are part of thermodynamic theory, which accurately describes 
facts observed in nature and in the laboratory. There is no inherent hierarchy of 
truth, and no astronomer would argue that Bode’s law (which approximately 
describes the spacing of planetary orbits) is somehow superior to perturbation 
theory, which precisely describes the gravitational interactions of the planets. 


The theory/law game is in part an appeal to authority, a fallacious form of 
reasoning rejected by competent scientists. Appeals to authority are 
understandably popular with creationists: “it is written” is the foundation of 
creationism. Indeed, the appeal to the second law of thermodynamics is to some 
extent an appeal to the Bible since Henry Morris claims to find the second law 
there!12 In any case, word games are just part of the creationist campaign of 
misrepresentation against science. 


Misrepresenting Science 


If ninety-nine scholars are of one opinion and a single scholar holds a more 
convenient opinion, it is legitimate to cite the dissident scholar without mentioning 
his or her isolation from the scholarly consensus. Documentation equals truth. It is 


legitimate pseudoscholarly practice to cite a source known to be discredited. 


Sciences can be mainly experimental, like chemistry, or mainly historical, 
like geology. It is the historical sciences—especially geology, paleontology, and 
astronomy—that most sharply conflict with the CRS statement of belief. 
Therefore creationists try to define science in a way that excludes the historical 
sciences. As Duane Gish once put it, “Science deals with the observable. Science 
deals with the testable. Evolution is not testable. It is not observable. Therefore it 
is not science. It is no more scientific than creation.”13 Six short sentences, five 
of them false. (Science really does deal with the testable.) Science, as discussed 
earlier, is a method for discovering reliable knowledge about the universe by 
forming and testing hypotheses. It does not always deal with things that are 
observable. Many subatomic particles are known only by the trails (histories) 
they leave in bubble chambers. Some particles leave no trails at all, and their 
existence can only be indirectly inferred. Yet no informed person would argue 
that particle physics is not science. Many facets of evolutionary theory can be 
directly observed and tested. Others can be tested only by examining the 
histories written into rocks and even living things. 


It’s easy to show that creationism is not science. Creationists can’t escape 
this fact, so they counterattack somewhat as follows: “Evolution does not fulfill 
the criteria of a scientific theory,” Gish once said. “Sir Karl Popper, the world’s 
leading philosopher of science has said that evolution is not a scientific theory, 
it’s a metaphysical research program.” Referring to this statement moments later, 
he said, “I’ve already documented the fact [Although Gish rejects whole 
categories of scientific evidence that conflict with his Statement of Belief, such as the 
evidence for the great age of the earth, an opinion that is useful to him becomes a 
‘documented . . . fact’] that evolution is not a scientific theory. It’s a 
metaphysical research program.” 14 


Sir Karl Popper did indeed write that the theory of natural selection was not 
a scientific theory because it was untestable—in 1976. Many scientists took issue 
with Sir Karl, and he found their arguments cogent. He therefore publicly 
retracted his objection to natural selection in 1978, saying, “I have changed my 
mind about the testability and logical status of the theory of natural selection; 
and I am glad to have an opportunity to make a recantation.”15 Thus Gish was 
citing as evidence a statement the author had retracted more than two years 


previously. Also, recalling the previous discussion of semantic trickery, it’s 
noteworthy that Popper spoke about natural selection (not evolution in the broad 
sense). Gish and other creationists nevertheless appeal to Popper’s authority to 
label historical sciences in general unscientific. 


Another way of misrepresenting science is to quote a minority opinion as if 
it were generally accepted. With millions of scientists in the world, it’s possible 
to find one who has said almost anything. Thus one scientist gave creationists 
proof that evolution is based on faith rather than on evidence. In his introduction 
to a new edition of Darwin’s Origin of Species, the British evolutionary biologist L. 
Harrison Matthews wrote, “Belief in evolution is thus exactly parallel to belief in 
special creation—both are concepts which believers know to be true but neither, 
up to the present, has been capable of proof.”16 Very few scientists would agree 
with Matthews, since evolution is based on substantial scientific evidence, while 
special creation is a Biblical concept. The statement is, however, a godsend to 
creationists. 


To give another example, Gish and other creationists frequently cite the 
opinions of the British evolutionist Lord Solly Zuckerman about the evolution of 
man. Zuckerman has published some skeptical statements about Australopithecus, 
the fossil creature supposed to be an ancestor of man. Zuckerman claimed that 
Australopithecus did not walk upright as most anthropologists supposed, and that it 
was nothing but an ape. Four things should be noted about Zuckerman’s views. 
First, his was distinctly a minority opinion. Second, his analysis was based on 
fragmentary evidence, mainly drawings and casts of parts of bones. Third, the 
finding of Lucy, the nearly complete skeleton of a female Australopithecine, showed 
that Zuckerman was dead wrong. Fourth, the book Gish cites as his source for 
Zuckerman’s views, Beyond the Ivory Tower, was published in 1970, long before Lucy 
was found. Nevertheless, in a 1980 debate, Gish talked about Lucy and then said 
that Lord Zuckerman spent “many, many years studying that creature” and 
concluded “that this creature is not intermediate between ape and man, that it did 
not walk upright, but that it was simply an anthropoid ape.” 17 


Another example of how creationists use out-of-date data when it suits their 
purpose is an argument based on meteoritic dust on the Moon. Creationists claim 
that the amount of dust found by Apollo astronauts proves that the Moon is only 
thousands, not billions of years old. As creationist Harold Slusher (who calls 
himself an astronomer) put it in a 1981 debate, “It’s only a fraction of an inch to 
three inches at a maximum on the surface of the Moon. [It] should be hundreds 
of feet in thickness.”18 The “hundreds of feet” figure is based on a study of the 
influx of meteoritic dust on earth made in 1957, before the beginning of the 


Space program. For a number of reasons, the study grossly overestimated the 
amount of incoming dust. Twelve years later, the Apollo astronauts carried 
sophisticated micrometeorite counters to the moon. When the measurements of 
micrometeorite influx made on the Moon itself are compared to the amount of 
micrometeorite dust found there, they agree very nicely with the ancient age 
computed from the rocks by radiometric dating. If Slusher somehow missed this 
fact in the astronomical literature, he could have found it in an article in the 
Journal of the American Scientific Affiliation.19 The ASA, an organization of evangelical 
Christians, occasionally publishes articles exposing creationist distortions. 


Misrepresenting Scientists 


A quotation need not be representative of the views of its author or even the passage 
quoted. 


From the way creationists misrepresent science, it should surprise no one to 
discover that they also misrepresent scientists. Anyone who accepts creationist 
literature at face value can only conclude that the overwhelming majority of 
scientists (that is, those who are not creationists) are at best bumbling idiots, 
blinded by prejudice, or, at worst, fakers and liars. (This assumes, of course, that 
they’re not agents of Satan.) One way to make a scientist sound like a fool is to 
misrepresent his views. 


Stephen Jay Gould, a Harvard paleontologist who is a critic of conventional 
evolution theory, is a frequent victim of creationist misrepresentation. Gould and 
Niles Eldridge of the American Museum of Natural History have proposed a 
theory they call “punctuated equilibrium.” They suggest that animal populations 
remain essentially unchanged for long periods, but, under certain conditions, an 
isolated population will evolve rapidly. An American paleontologist, Samuel 
Goldschmidt, had earlier suggested an even more radical version of evolution in 
which significant changes would take place in a single generation. Goldschmidt 
called his instant transitional forms “hopeful monsters,” so when Gould wrote an 
article about his new theory for Natural History magazine, he called it “The Return 
of the Hopeful Monster.” He never guessed how easily a Duane Gish could make 
a straw man of such a title. 


“Stephen Jay Gould has said we have no evidence of gradualism in the 
fossil record . . .” said Gish, “so we’re going to have to go back to Goldschmidt’s 
Hopeful Monster mechanism for evolution. And that’s a mechanism whereby 
Goldschmidt said, ‘A reptile laid an egg, and a bird was hatched from the egg.’ 


[Actually, Goldschmidt was jocularly quoting someone else about the reptile 
egg.] Just like that, a lizard lays an egg, and a bird is hatched from the egg.”’20 


Just like that, Gish violently misrepresented Gould’s theory. Gould 
hypothesizes that major evolutionary changes can take place rapidly, but in 
geologic terms “rapidly” might mean a few tens of thousands of years. 
Creationist propagandists choose to ignore this, and they sometimes illustrate 
their fraud with a cartoon showing a bird popping out of an egg, to the 
consternation of momma lizard. This is actually a form of semantic trickery. If 
birds evolved from reptiles by a series of small, almost imperceptible changes, 
then unless we invent a transitional word, at some point we have to call the 
parent a reptile and the offspring a bird. But the parent reptile could not be called 
a lizard, a specific form of reptile very unlike birds. 


Some creationists will stop at nothing to make science and conventional 
scientists look bad. While no amount of evidence will make creationists change 
their dogmas, they will rewrite their apologetics if necessary or convenient. A 
case in point is Henry M. Morris’s treatment of Piltdown Man. 


If the theory of evolution is correct, man has evolved from lower creatures. 
Around the tur of the century, antievolutionists frequently demanded that 
scientists produce the missing link, the remains of a primitive creature 
intermediate between man and the beasts. In 1913, an amateur paleontologist 
named Charles Dawson, digging in a gravel pit near Piltdown, England, 
produced a skull and an incomplete jawbone which many thought filled the bill. 
Piltdown Man was widely accepted as the missing link. 


Writing in 1946, Morris considered Piltdown Man a threat to creationism. 
He therefore made much of the controversy surrounding it, saying the following: 


Some [experts] gave him the skull of a human, some made him an ape, some made him 
an ape-man, and some were very positive in saying the different bones did not even 
belong to the same creature. It was finally more or less agreed that the jaw was simian; 
there was some question about the other parts. A great many of the evolutionists 
themselves have repudiated this find, which is nevertheless offered as proof in most 
textbooks.21 


Indeed, Piltdown Man was a hoax, a human skull fitted with an orangutan 
jawbone. Those experts who said the skull was human, those who said the jaw 
was simian, and those who said that the bones didn’t belong to the same creature 
were correct. For these and other reasons, a great many anthropologists had 
rightly repudiated Piltdown Man. But after the hoax was exposed in 1953, 


Morris rewrote that section of the book, removing all mention of the skeptical 
scientists who refused to accept Piltdown Man. In a revised version, published in 
1968, Morris claimed that Piltdown Man “fooled all the anthropological specialists for 
forty years before being exposed”22 (emphasis added). 


Creationists like to depict scientists as mental weaklings who habitually 
make absurd assumptions. Morris accuses geologists of making “the entirely 
unwarranted assumption that secondary processes such as_ radiogenic 
accumulation, erosion and deposition must have always been occurring, not in 
accordance with the same physical Jaws as at present, but rather at the same rates 
as at present! For this assumption, there is not the slightest warrant whatever, 
except that it yields the tremendous expanse of time that is necessary to give 
even a semblance of plausibility to the evolutionary hypothesis.”23 The first 
statement is flatly false. Modern geologists only assume that those physical laws 
which apply now also applied in the past. They recognize that the rates of 
geologic processes (other than those such as radioactive decay, which appear to 
be directly controlled by physical laws) may vary. Thus Morris is merely setting 
up another straw man. The second statement illustrates another important 
characteristic of creationists. 


Since creationists are themselves so flagrantly dishonest, they usually 
assume that orthodox scientists are dishonest too. Creationist writings and 
lectures are filled with implications that scientists are bigots who refuse to face 
the truth. In a criticism of the principles of radiometric dating, Morris wrote the 
following: 


With such unrealistic assumptions, one might just as well pick the age he wants in the 
first place, and then modify the assumptions until the apparent age agrees with his 
wishes. As a matter of fact, this is what evolutionists do, in effect, when they arbitrarily 
reject all chronometers and calculations which yield young ages for the earth or its 
different systems. There is nothing scientifically dishonest about this.24 


The whole passage is nonsense, but the last sentence is both incredible and 
revealing. As a scientific sin, throwing out evidence that doesn’t fit one’s 
preconceived notions is second only to falsifying evidence outright. But the 
creationist method consists of sifting the evidence and selecting only that which 
can be hammered into the Biblical mold. It’s therefore not surprising that Morris 
is so charitable about this form of intellectual dishonesty. Charity begins at 
home. 


In other respects, creationists are hardly charitable with evolutionists. 
Earlier in this chapter, we saw how creationists try to tar evolution with the 


brush of atheism. In chapter 19, we saw how Henry Morris claims scientists are 
deluded by Satan. In their efforts to discredit evolution by any means, 
creationists frequently argue as Henry Morris does in the following passage: 


Modern racism has always found its strongest and most vicious expression among 
doctrinaire evolutionists—men such as Karl Marx, Adolf Hitler, and other such 
advocates of group struggle and survival of the fittest.25 


Considering that some of the vilest racist works produced in America were 
written by members (even ministers) of Morris’s own denomination, and that these 
writers invariably invoked the Bible (not evolution) as justification for enslaving 
or discriminating against black Africans, this seems rather cheeky. (The 
Christian Defense League of Baton Rouge, Louisiana, advertises an 
unbelievably long list of racist books. One of these gems, The Negro and the World 
Crisis, informs us that “the new generation of American Statesmen, infused with 
the new evolutionary doctrines of racial equality, as espoused by Charles 
Darwin, forever ended the heroic efforts of Christian Statesmen to free America 
of its racial death by removing the African from the soil of this great Christian 
nation.” Another prize, Great Achievements of the Negro Race, has numbered blank 
pages.) The Bible is not, of course, falsified just because racist bigots have used 
it to shore up their prejudices. Precisely the same thing can be said of the theory 
of evolution. 


Consider another propaganda parallel. Suppose an antireligious demagogue 
presented the Jim Jones Kool-Aid cult and the fifteenth-century witch bumers as 
typifying Christianity. Suppose he concluded with the rhetorical comment, “Isn’t 
Christianity wonderful? You get such a wholesale return of bloodshed from such 
a trifling investment in brains.” Christians would justly consider such remarks 
grossly unfair. Nevertheless, over the years, thousands of creationists have 
chuckled when Duane Gish made precisely the same argument against evolution. 
Gish loves to cite Piltdown Man (the hoax) and Nebraska Man (a blunder based 
on a misidentified peccary tooth) as if they typified physical anthropology. His 
windup? “Isn’t science wonderful, ladies and gentlemen? As Mark Twain said, 
“You get such a wholesale return of conjecture from such a trifling investment in 
facts.’” 


Misrepresenting the Facts 


The desirability of an idea is a criterion for evidence, and wish can be equated with fact. Skeptics try 
to compensate for their personal biases. Believers consider their biases evidence. Reality can be 


created. Thus, Duane Gish can say that there are absolutely no transitional forms, despite the fact that 


any paleontologist can name numerous examples. 


Creationist propaganda goes beyond attacks on science and scientists. 
Creationists also misrepresent the scientific evidence. They have two principal 
methods. They either make assertions that are contradicted by the evidence, or 
else they create an evidential straw man which can easily be demolished. 


Henry Morris, for instance, has frequently written in the following vein: 
“There is, in fact, no way by which one geologic ‘age’ can be distinguished from 
another except by its fossils.”26 In fact, geologic ages can also be distinguished 
by radiometric dates. (As we saw in chapter 18, Morris rejects radiometric dates 
on scriptural grounds, but that’s his problem.) Elsewhere, Morris wrote, “It is 
significant that literally any rock system in the entire geologic column may be 
found lying directly on the basement complex and that any combination of rock 
systems may be found above it, at any given location.”27 In fact, the rock 
systems cannot be found in just any combination. While any number of strata may 
be missing, those present always lie in the sequence specified by the standard 
geologic column, with variations only in cases of overturned strata or 
overthrusts. And blocks that are overturned or overthrust obey the same law, 
except that in overturned blocks the sequence is precisely reversed. 


Creationists consider radiometric dating, the techniques for dating rocks 
and artifacts based on the radioactive decay of certain isotopes, a great threat to 
their literal interpretation of the Bible. The reason is simple. Numerous 
independent radiometric dating techniques show that the Earth, Moon, and 
meteorites—the only solid bodies so far accessible to scientists—are extremely 
old, up to 4.6 billion years. Most scientific creationists, however, insist that the 
earth and universe are no more than 10,000 years old, so they need apologetics 
to discredit radiometric dating. To this end, creationist Harold Slusher stated in a 
public debate that dating fossils this way involves circular reasoning, because 
“the radiometric clock is calibrated with the fossils.”28 


Slusher’s statement was and is flatly false. Every competent geophysicist 
knows that all of the radioactive decay constants used in radiometric dating are 
determined by laboratory measurements, and they are totally independent of the 
fossil record. But then, Slusher is a fountainhead of falsity where radiometric 
dating is concerned. Elsewhere, he has written, “The decay rate of Fe-57 has 
been changed by as much as 3% with the use of electric fields.”29 That is 
unlikely, since Fe-57 (an isotope of iron) is stable, meaning it doesn’t decay at 
all! 


Phony Statistics 


Subterfuges of any sort are legitimate in pseudoscholarship. 


Gish is a master at creating and demolishing straw men. One of his 
favorites is a statistical argument he creates by perverting a quotation from 
Julian Huxley. In his book Evolution in Action, Huxley discussed what would be 
required “for the production of a horse from some simple microscopic 
ancestor.”30 Huxley first estimated that perhaps one mutation in a thousand 
would be favorable and that it would take perhaps a million mutations to do the 
trick. He then called the unimaginably large number 1,000 raised to the 
1,000,000th power (the digit 1 followed by 3,000,000 zeros) a “measure of the 
unlikeliness of a horse.”31 


In a debate with Dr. Russell Doolittle on the evening of October 22, 1980, 
(and on numerous other occasions) Gish cited this calculation. According to 
Gish, Huxley was claiming to “calculate the probability of a cell, a single cell, 
evolving into a horse by pure chance alone, without natural selection.”32 That is 
utterly false. 


Huxley’s calculation actually gives the conditional probability that, if a given 
single-celled animal contains 1,000,000 mutations, it will itself turn into a horse. 
Neither Huxley nor any other evolutionist has ever claimed that a horse sprang 
fully developed from one single-celled animal. Thus, so far as evolutionary 
processes are concerned, Huxley’s huge number is as irrelevant as it is 
impressive. (The passage in Evolution in Action is confusing; either Huxley didn’t 
understand mathematical statistics or he sacrificed rigor to dramatize a point.) If 
Gish ever read the first chapter of an introductory statistics text, he should know 
that the calculation is meaningless. He nevertheless cites it as if it were valid 
evidence against evolution. In his 1980 debate with Doolittle, he repeated the 
totally irrelevant number several times and then said, “Now, if you’ll pardon me, 
I’m a little doubtful that natural selection or any natural process could overcome 
improbability of that nature.”33 


If you’ll pardon me, I’m a little doubtful that Gish’s argument is anything 
but a deliberate fraud. 


Distorted Quotations 


It is legitimate to present an authority as saying precisely the opposite of what he 


actually said. 


In their lectures and literature, creationists frequently support their position 
with quotations from conventional scientists. An amusing (and probably 
apocryphal) story, current in the nineteenth century, illustrates their method. A 
clergyman offended by a new ladies’ hairstyle preached a blistering sermon on 
the text, “Topknot come down!” Puzzled listeners who looked up the text 
(Matthew 24:17) found that the full verse reads, “Let him which is on the house 
top not come down to take anything out of his house.”34 


In The Genesis Flood, John C. Whitcomb and Henry M. Morris used the 
topknot technique to suggest that scientists have no credible explanation for a 
Montana geologic formation, the Lewis Overthrust. Geologists hypothesize that 
this huge block of rocks was shoved on top of another block by powerful 
tectonic forces. If this actually happened, there should be evidence of folding in 
the rock formations. To suggest that no such evidence exists, Whitcomb and 
Morris offered the following quote from a study published by the U.S. 
Geological Survey: “Most visitors, especially those who stay on the roads, get 
the impression that the Belt strata are undisturbed and lie almost as flat today as 
they did when deposited in the sea which vanished so many years ago.”35 
Somehow, Whitcomb and Morris overlooked the next few sentences, which read, 
“Actually, they are folded, and in certain places, they are intensely so. From 
points on and near the trails in the park, it is possible to observe places where the 
Belt series, as revealed in outcrops on ridges, cliffs, and canyon walls, are folded 
and crumpled almost as intricately as the soft younger strata in the mountains 
south of the park and in the Great Plains adjoining the park to the east.”’36 


Creationist Gary Parker used the same method in quoting evolutionist 
Stephen Jay Gould in the Institute for Creation Research newsletter, Impact. 
Here’s how Parker tried to make Gould concede a creationist point: “As Gould 
says, our ability to classify both living and fossil species distinctly and using the 
same criteria ‘fit splendidly with creationist tenets.’”37 


Gould had something to say about this. His comments were quoted in an 
article in Next magazine: 


“Those bastards,” Gould told the writer. “Look what they did. Let me read you the 
paragraph that it comes from. “This notion of species as natural kinds fit’—past tense 
—’splendidly with creationist tenets of a pre-Darwinian age.’ What I’m referring to is 
an old theory, not what I say. I’m just making a historical comment.”38 


“Fit” can be either past or present tense, and by lopping off the words “of a 
pre-Darwinian age” and incorporating the quote into a present tense sentence, 


Parker skillfully misrepresented Gould’s meaning. 


In a subsequent issue of Impact, Henry Morris offered a classic apologetic for 
his own and Parker’s use of the topknot technique. He argued that the charges 
were groundless since Parker had made it clear that Gould was not a creationist! 
(When quoting an evolutionist out of context, creationists typically emphasize 
their victim’s position and then claim he’s made a damaging admission.) Morris 
further claimed that he and Whitcomb had made other mention of the physical 
evidences of disturbance at the Lewis Overthrust. In both cases, the supposed 
defense ignores the charge. Morris concludes by saying of his own faux pas, “In 
no way did it misrepresent the beliefs of the authors quoted.”39 Morris’s readers 
take his word for this, since he neglected to reproduce the disputed passage for 
their review. I’ve reproduced it above. You be the judge. 


Fabricated Evidence 


When cornered, it is legitimate to invent evidence. Thus, Gish created 100 billion 


billion herring when we appeared on a radio talk show together. 


Early in this chapter, I described an incident in which Duane Gish created 
100 billion billion red herring. This is by no means the only fabrication Gish and 
other creationists have indulged in. Many are simply red herring, invented on the 
spot and immediately passing into oblivion. Some fabrications are tangible, such 
as the carvings of “human” footprints creationists claim were found in the same 
geologic strata with dinosaurs prints, thus invalidating evolution. (See “Baugh’s 
Dinosaur: Paleontology on the Paluxy,” Skeptical Inquirer, v. 9, n. 4 (Summer), pp. 
312-313.) Some are complex constructions alleged to be scientific arguments, 
plausible sounding mixtures of misrepresented evidence, demented logic, and 
unsupportable hypotheses. Such constructions are characteristic of 
pseudoscience, and they were the subject of chapter 19, “Creationist 
Pseudoscience.” 


> 


Not all creation scientists use the tactics described in this chapter, yet most 
of those who don’t are also culpable. In my years of research into creationism, 
I’ve experimentally confronted several of them with example after glaring 
example of the deceptions perpetrated by the Institute for Creation Research and 
its emulators. My revelations are usually greeted by a stony stare and tight- 
lipped silence. Indeed, I am not aware that a single creation scientist has ever 


publicly spoken out against the lies and distortions foisted upon the public by his 
fellows. By their silence, all such knowledgeable creationists become 
accessories to these frauds and share whatever glory is to be had in lying for 
God. 


While creationist propaganda is intended to influence scientists, politicians, 
journalists, and the public at large, it is the creationist laymen who are the real 
victims. Painted into a doctrinal corner by their sectarian theologians and 
clergymen, they stake their faith (and thus their mental well-being) on the 
absolute inerrancy of the Bible, and inerrancy on the doctrine of creationism. 
Triply betrayed—by the ministers who trap them, the propagandists who deceive 
them, and the otherwise honest creationists who silently acquiesce in the 
fraudulent game—the poor laymen don’t have a prayer. Like their leaders, they 
develop a paranoid resentment against the scientists and the evidence that seem 
to mock them. They blunder along as bewildered as the protagonist in a Greek 
tragedy, never understanding that the fault lies not in science, but in themselves. 
If intellectually pursued, they avoid psychic collapse by huddling in innocence 
behind ramparts of error and ignorance, clutching their Bibles and embracing the 
Judases who betrayed them. 
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Part VII 


The End? 


Chapter 23 


Where Were You at the End 
of the World? 


It happened August 20, 1953. There were no blasting trumpets, no 
resurrected dead, no shrieks from the damned or joyous songs from the Elect, no 
universal war and cataclysm; but it happened nevertheless. Momentous events 
burn themselves into our memories. You remember vividly where you were and 
what you were doing when you heard JFK had been shot. You carry in your head 
now trivial details of earthquakes, accidents, and particularly disastrous blind 
dates. But where were you at the end of the world? 


Frankly, I think the Anglo-Israelites (who believe the British are the true 
heirs of Abraham) expected something a little more spectacular. Now, the normal 
procedure for prophets when the designated Day of Wrath passes without the sky 
rolling up like a scroll is to bravely admit that there must have been an error in 
the calculations and then wait for the smirking reporters to go away. But when 
nothing happened on August 20, 1953, the Anglo-Israelites followed the 
example of the Jehovah’s Witnesses of 1914, and maintained that the End really 
had come, invisibly, and a new era, the Thousand Years, had begun on earth. 
Without evidence to the contrary, I hesitate to deny it. 


Pessimism is an ancient and honored human tradition, but it takes more 
than pessimism to make a prophet of doom. Pessimists face the disastrous future 
with resignation, doomies, with anticipation. Like revolutionaries, doomies 
desperately dream of the destruction of the world that refuses to meet their 
expectations. While revolutionaries blow up little old ladies or plot the downfall 
of the Colonel Sanders regime, doomies expect their deity to destroy the world 
for them. 


Isaiah thought the conduct of the Children of Israel was grossly 
substandard, and worse, they spurned his guidance. Babylonian temples derived 
much of their income from ritual prostitution, and Izzy frowned on such 
innovations. Assyria, Damascus, and a dozen other places likewise failed to 
measure up. So he called down destruction on them all, and by God, sooner or 
later they were all destroyed. 


Isaiah was typical of early prophets of doom, Hebrew and otherwise. They 


all seemed to have confined their dooms to cities and nations. None of them 
went for the big one. 


Then came the Jewish Messianic movement which culminated with Jesus of 
Nazareth and his followers and suddenly everybody was predicting the End. 
Jesus apparently had a shot at it himself. Jerusalem did end, but the world went 
on, much to the disappointment of the early Christians. There were other tries. In 
the second century, Montanus led his followers out on a plain to greet the 
returning Savior. The Savior apparently had other plans. Right now, the score is 
World-3,375,492, prophets-nothing. But the prophets aren’t discouraged. 


Since then, Ends have been prophesied on the basis of the book of 
Revelation, the book of Daniel, astrology, visions, comets, UFOs, automatic 
writing and the shape of the moons on a prophet’s toenails. The means to the 
End may be fire, flood, bomb, earthquake, comet, poison, pollution, or 
miscellaneous cataclysms. Or the End may not entail physical destruction of the 
earth at all, but rather be the end of an era. Predicting the end of the world is not 
exclusively a Christian sport, either, others have been equally successful. 


Christian prophets of doom disagree about what will happen at the End. 
Some expect the battle of Armageddon to precede the proceedings. Then, Christ 
will raise the righteous dead, blast their enemies with hellfire, and destroy the 
universe. Others expect the Chiliad or Millennium during which Christ will rule 
an earthly kingdom for a thousand years. There are numerous variations like the 
Rapture of the Just. Hal Lindsey, doom-crying author of The Late Great Planet Earth, 
expects the Just—he modestly includes himself—to be spared the horrors of the 
End and to mysteriously vanish from the earth prior to Armageddon. (Doomy 
bumper-sticker: “In case of Rapture, this car will be driverless.”) 


The list of Ends is endless, but a few will give the flavor. A German 
astrologer named Stoffler predicted that the world would be destroyed by a 
second deluge on February 11, 1524, when Jupiter and Saturn aligned in Pisces. 
Dr. Auriol, a professor at Toulouse University in France, had an ark built to save 
himself, his family, and his friends. (In 1946, William “Noah” Greenwood was 
building an ark in the state of Washington.) A few years later, in 1533, Michael 
Stifelius, who invented plus and minus signs, thought things added up to the 
End. So did the mad Anabaptists of Munster; but they were so occupied with 
rape, riot and rebellion that they might not have noticed the error for years. 


Back when astronomical knowledge was nil, every comet was a portent of 
doom. Kings flattered themselves that their petty predations rated the wrath of 
God and so they cowered before comets. Nations of guilt-ridden sinners prayed 


for deliverance from comet-caused plagues while their righteous enemies prayed 
for their destruction. You might suppose that this nonsense would have ceased 
with advances in scientific knowledge. On the contrary, the discovery that 
comets are normal celestial bodies which obey Newton’s laws provided 
intellectuals like William Whiston with new bases for rationalization. Whiston 
predicted that earth would meet disaster at the celestial hands of a comet on 
October 13, 1736, but the comet missed by several million miles. There were 
equally scientific End scares in 1773 and 1857, when comets twice failed to 
destroy the world. 


The serious study of meteors began soon after November 13, 1833, when 
the earth did collide with some debris from Tempel’s Comet (commonly known 
as the Leonid meteor shower). In one of the more spectacular displays North 
America has ever seen, about two hundred thousand shooting stars were seen in 
one place between midnight and dawn. With eight or ten meteors per second, 
some of them extremely bright, the sky seemed literally to be raining fire, and it 
scared the hell out of everybody. To William Miller, it seemed a divine 
confirmation of what he had been preaching for two years. 


“Seek and ye shall find,” the Bible says. Miller, a self-educated Bible 
scholar, searched the book diligently from 1816 to 1818; and, by skillful 
application of analogy and numerology, he found four conclusive proofs that the 
world would end in 1843. He began preaching in 1831, and the rain of fire in 
1833 ignited his movement. By the time the scheduled End rolled round, 
Miller’s followers numbered some tens of thousands and boasted a huge 
tabernacle and two newspapers. When the End did not come in 1843, there was 
some confusion, but at last it was rescheduled for October 22, 1844. The 
uneventful passing of the latter date separated the wheat from the chaff. The 
Seventh Day Adventists represented the faithful remnant. 


Miller wasn’t alone in thinking that the End was near. A converted Jew 
named Joseph Wolff believed that Christ would descend on the Mount of Olives 
sometime in 1847 and establish a thousand-year kingdom with the Twelve Tribes 
of Israel. While Wolff handled preparations in Jerusalem, Harriet Livermore, 
daughter of a Massachusetts congressman, carried the ball in the United States. 
She thought it urgent that the Ten Lost Tribes of Israel return to their homeland 
for the big event, and she appealed to a joint session of Congress to ship the 
Indians to Jerusalem forthwith. Congress respectfully declined. 


Meanwhile, in Lebanon, Lady Hester Stanhope, the beautiful and eccentric 
niece of William Pitt, kept two white Arabian horses for the big event. She 


recalled that on the last occasion Jesus had to ride a donkey into Jerusalem and 
thought that he should make his next trip in style. The second horse? Well, in 
1,800 years the roads change quite a bit, and a guide would be very useful, 
especially one blessed with second sight. There is a rumor that on one of her 
trips to the Holy Land, Harriet visited Hester, and they had a rather warm 
discussion about who would ride the second horse. 


The End acquired a new dimension in the nineteenth century when it was 
discovered that all knowledge is concealed in the various measurements of the 
Great Pyramid. In 1891, Charles Taze Russell, founder of Jehovah’s Witnesses, 
proved by the Bible and the Pyramid that Christ had invisibly returned to earth in 
1874 and that the dead would rise and the Millennium begin by the end of 1914. 
Many dead fell in 1914 and the years following, but I know of none that rose. 
Nevertheless, Russell claimed that Christ began an invisible reign of 
righteousness that year. The invisible End of August 20, 1953, was also deduced 
from the Pyramid. 


Elsewhere, worlds were also ending. In Zion, Illinois, where the earth was 
then flat, Wilbur Glenn Voliva predicted the End for 1923, 1927, 1930, and 
1935; but even that sort of persistence didn’t pay off. A pity, really, as his flat- 
earth was especially designed to accommodate the End and, unlike the globular 
model, would have allowed everyone to watch the Savior’s descent from the 
clouds. Everyone left, that is; like Hal Lindsey, Voliva expected to be Raptured 
away before the Day of Wrath. 


There have been more recent Ends. In 1954, a lady automatic writer 
predicted disaster for the United States, if not the whole earth. She and her 
friends waited to be rescued by a flying saucer, but the saucer never showed, and 
neither did the End. The Hindu astrologers of Ceylon predicted the End for 
February 5, 1962, with the same luck. A few ulcers acted up in 1968 when the 
asteroid Icarus only missed the earth by four million miles. Many expected 
California to slide into the ocean in 1968 or 1969, a prediction based on the 
prophecies of Edgar Cayce and the label on a Cracker Jack box. Herbert W. and 
Garner Ted Armstrong dropped some powerful hints in lectures and publications 
about things which might happen on January 7, 1972, but nothing happened. 
And, the Grannis, Arkansas, group of the last year drew more derision than pity 
with their much publicized End vigil. 


If you have nothing else to worry about, here is some food for thought. 
According to the 1900 edition of Mother Shipton’s prophecies, the world will 
end in 1991 (the previous edition said 1881). We lucked out again in 1976, but 


Hal Lindsey says the End must come by 1988. We also have to face 1984, 1998, 
1999, 2000, and 2537 (the latter is the number of verses in the Psalms). You 
must know the signs of the times. We have wars and rumors of wars. We’ve had 
anti-Christs til hell won’t have any more. Surely our age surpasses all previous 
ages in decadence. And the Jews have returned to Israel and are planning to 
rebuild the temple. Mend thy ways, for the End is imminent! One of these days, 
you will hear a trumpet blast, and if the Man you see descending from the clouds 
is giving you the bad eye, don’t say I didn’t warn you. 


The End(?) 


Wait, 
There’s 
More! 


If Continents Can Wander, 
Why Not Planets? 


(Reprinted from Isaac Asimov’s Science Fiction Digest, September 1981) 


In short, how can you distinguish between unorthodox theories that are true and 


those that are just .. . unorthodox? 


Did the earth nearly collide with Venus about 3,400 years ago? Did this 
event begin a planetary dance of death between the earth, Venus, Mars, and the 
Moon that continued sporadically for 800 years? “Absolutely!” say the followers 
of Immanuel Velikovsky. Astronomers unanimously reject Velikovsky’s 
wandering planet scenario and call it nonsense or worse. Velikovsky’s partisans 
claim that astronomers are emulating the generation of geologists which rejected 
Alfred Wegener’s theory of continental drift. 


Certainly the geologists blew it when they rejected Wegener’s theory. That 
does not, however, mean that all rejected theories are true! How can scientists 
(and intelligent laymen) distinguish a speculative theory that might be true from 
one that is almost certainly false? Comparing the theories of Wegener and 
Velikovsky suggests some answers. Also, in the case of Wegener, we can 
examine (with 20-20 hindsight) how an entire branch of science came to a fork 
in the road and decisively took the wrong turn. 


Alfred Lothar Wegener, a German astronomer and meteorologist, published 
Die Entstehung der Kontinente und Ozean (The Origin of Continents and Oceans) in 1915. In it, he 
suggested that the earth’s continents had once formed a single landmass which 
he called Pangaea (all lands). Millions of years ago, Wegener theorized, this 
super continent broke up. The pieces of it, essentially the continents we know 
today, then slowly drifted into their present positions. 


Wegener had noticed that the continents could be fitted together like the 
pieces of a spherical jigsaw puzzle. Others had commented on this before, but 
Wegener went further. He assembled an impressive array of evidence from 
geology, phytogeography, palaeontology, and palaeoclimatology suggesting not 
only that the continents had indeed once formed a single landmass but also 
pinpointing the geologic era in which they broke up. 


Wegener’s theory was discussed and debated in geological journals, but it 


made few converts. Wegener nevertheless continued to develop the concept, 
extending and modifying it in response to sound criticism and new evidence. The 
Origin of Continents and Oceans went through four editions during his lifetime. 
Eventually, the theory was rejected by most (and ridiculed by a few) geologists. 
It was one of the more colossal blunders in the history of science. Beginning in 
the mid-1960s, it became increasingly apparent that Wegener was right. It’s no 
exaggeration to say that the stone rejected by the builders became the 
comerstone of modern geology. 


Immanuel Velikovsky, a Russian-born psychoanalyst, published worlds in 
Collision in April 1950. Velikovsky claimed that the composition of the solar 
system has changed radically in historical times. Sometime in the second 
millenium BC, he wrote, a cataclysm on Jupiter ejected a huge comet. The comet 
wandered around the solar system for perhaps centuries until, about 1450 BC, it 
nearly sideswiped the earth. The near collision caused widespread but, for some, 
timely catastrophes. 


Moses and the Children of Israel were then in captivity in Egypt. They 
wanted to leave, but the pharaoh refused to let them go. Moses therefore called 
down plagues upon the Egyptians, and the comet obliged. Rivers ran with blood. 
Frogs and insects infested the land. Indeed, all ten of the plagues described in 
Exodus were caused by the comet. So was the parting of the Red Sea, which 
finally allowed the Israelites to depart Egypt. Later, hydrocarbons from the 
comet’s tail interacted with the earth’s atmosphere creating manna, which fell to 
earth to feed the wandering Israelites. 


Comet-caused calamities continued, and eventually the comet propelled 
Mars into an orbit which menaced the Earth and Moon. After causing its own 
series of terrestrial and lunar disasters, Mars settled into its present orbit. The 
comet adopted a circular orbit and became the planet Venus. 


Velikovsky built his case on mythology, legends and ancient chronicles like 
the Bible. He made little effort to justify his novel thesis scientifically. His 
scenario was universally rejected by astronomers, most of whom never read 
Worlds in Collision. In the twenty-nine and a half years between the publication of 
Worlds in Collision and his death on November 17, 1979, Velikovsky published half 
a dozen books and numerous articles. In some of these, he rewrote geology and 
ancient history just as he had rewritten astronomy. To the end of his life, 
Velikovsky insisted that he was right, and all the experts were wrong. Though 
lunar exploration and planetary probes greatly enhanced our knowledge of the 
solar system, Velikovsky never revised Worlds in Collision or modified his theory. 


And, as far as I know, he never made a single concession to his critics. 


How do scientists evaluate a revolutionary theory? A big problem with 
revolutionary theories is that there are so many of them. Novel schemes are 
proposed daily, and most of them are worthless. Since it’s much easier to frame a 
hypothesis than to evaluate one, most new ideas never get more than a cursory 
examination. Thus scientists need a screening mechanism that separates possible 
wheat from probable chaff. 


Philosophers of science write books about how this screening mechanism 
works (or should work). In practice, most scientists faced with a novel theory 
instinctively apply a few simple tests. Is the new theory consistent with well- 
established laws of science? (If not, the theorist better give very good reasons why 
it isn’t.) Does the new theory offer a more coherent explanation of the data than 
the current theory? Does the new theory have unambiguous consequences (or, 
better yet, make predictions) that can be checked against reality? If the answer to 
any of these questions is clearly no, the new theory will probably be rejected. 


Theories which survive the initial screening are not automatically adopted, 
or even investigated. If a new theory deals with an unimportant problem, or if 
properly evaluating it would be inordinately expensive in time or money, it may 
languish on the back bummer indefinitely. On the other hand, when someone 
offers a promising but revolutionary theory—the general theory of relativity, for 
example—it gets a lot of attention in a hurry. 


Wegener and Velikovsky both offered theories dealing with important 
questions. Wegener’s theory barely survived the initial screening and was later 
rejected. Velikovsky’s theory failed the first two tests and did badly on the third. 
It was rejected out of hand. 


The theory of continental drift had several things going for it. The most 
obvious piece of supporting evidence was the fit between the Atlantic coasts of 
Africa and South America. Wegener correctly ignored the present coastlines and 
instead plotted the fit at the edges of the continental shelves. They fit together 
remarkably well, far too well, he argued, to be the result of coincidence. Besides 
the shape, there was the matter of geologic formations. 


Similar rock formations on opposite sides of the Atlantic match up. As 
Wegener put it, “It is just as if we were to refit the torn pieces of a newspaper by 
matching their edges and then check whether the lines of print run smoothly 
across. If they do, there is nothing left but to conclude that the pieces were in 
fact joined in this way.” 


It wasn’t just the rock formations that matched. Fossils of a unique genus of 
extinct reptile, Mesosaurus, are found only in Africa, near the Cape of Good Hope, 
and in southern Brazil, Uruguay, and Paraguay. Fossils of the extinct fern, 
Glossopterus, are similarly found in South American and African rocks on opposite 
sides of the Atlantic. Among living things, heather, for instance, is found only in 
Newfoundland and in Western Europe. The garden snail is found only in eastern 
North America and Western Europe. If you picture the continents reassembled 
according to Wegener’s scheme, all of these strange distributions immediately 
make sense. 


Wegener’s studies of the earth’s topography revealed another remarkable 
fact. The vast majority of the earth’s surface is either a few hundred meters 
above or several kilometers below sea level. Wegener concluded that continents 
and ocean basins are composed of fundamentally different kinds of rock. The 
continents, he argued, are composed of “sial” (rocks rich in silicon and 
aluminum) while the ocean basins are composed of “sima” (rocks rich in silicon 
and magnesium). Sial is less dense than sima and the continents literally float on 
the rocks of the ocean basins. 


But how could the continents move across the face of the earth? Wegener 
proposed that the continents somehow plowed through the underlying sima 
under the influence of a pohiflucht (pole-fleeing) force which he thought was a 
consequence of gravitation and the shape of the earth. 


Professional geologists greeted Wegener’s theory with a skepticism that 
soon hardened into hostility. The prevailing theory was that the continents and 
ocean basins are permanent features of the earth, formed as the once-molten 
planet cooled and contracted. Geologists believed that dry land once connected 
South America and Africa but that this land bridge long ago sank into the sea. 
They thought that blocks of the earth’s crust could be raised and lowered, but— 
except for limited motion at faults—they could not move horizontally. 


Regarding the three screening tests, Wegener’s theory clearly had 
unambiguous consequences. For instance, if it were true, then the continents 
must fit together like the pieces of a jigsaw puzzle and ancient rock formations 
on either side of the junction should match up. These predictions and others 
seemed confirmed by the available evidence. Opponents argued however, that 
the apparent fit of the continents was part coincidence and part illusion and that 
the similar rock formations and fossil assemblages actually continued through 
the sunken land bridge. Some of the other evidence was equivocal enough so 
that it was arguable whether or not continental drift was a more coherent theory 


than contraction theory. The telling objection was that Wegener’s version of 
continental drift seemed to be inconsistent with known laws of science. 


Intriguing as the theory was most scientists instinctively rebelled against the 
idea of continents somehow skidding about on the underlying rock. Among other 
objections, they argued that (a) if forces capable of moving the continents 
existed, those forces would tear them apart in the process, and (b) no such forces 
existed. Indeed, Sir Harold Jeffreys, the most influential geophysicist of the day, 
calculated that the proposed pohiflucht force, if it existed at all, would be far too 
small to overcome the viscosity of the seafloor rocks. 


Some of the critics’ points were well taken. Wegener himself admitted that 
there were serious difficulties with his proposed mechanism. In his 1929 edition 
of The Origin of Continents and Oceans, he wrote, “The Newton of drift theory has not 
yet appeared.” A few well-known geologists, including John Joly, Arthur 
Holmes, and Alexis du Toit accepted drift theory. Most rejected it as impossible. 
By the time Wegener died in 1930, continental drift was almost a dead letter. 


Wegener’s theory, then, received a hearing by geologists but was eventually 
rejected for lack of a mechanism. Velikovsky’s theory, in contrast, was rejected 
without anything that could seriously be called a hearing. Did astronomers of the 
1950s make the same blunder as the geologists of the 1920s? 


An astronomer first encountering Worlds in Collision finds many things 
proposed therein that seem flatly forbidden by well-established laws of science. 
Objections quickly leap to mind. How could a body the size of Venus have been 
expelled from Jupiter? A back-of-the-envelope calculation will show that the 
proto- Venus would have had to have been blasted through 65,000 kilometers of 
liquid hydrogen with enough force to depart Jupiter’s surface at 59+ km/second. 
This would require nearly as much energy as the sun puts out in an entire year! 
No such mechanism is known in the solar system, but Velikovsky blithely 
ignored this difficulty. Even assuming that a Venus-sized object could be blasted 
out of Jupiter, the orbital motions proposed by Velikovsky would seem to violate 
the principles of conservation of energy and conservation of angular momentum. 
Velikovsky argued that the close passage of Venus may have temporarily stopped 
the earth’s rotation while Joshua was doing battle at Gibeon, just as the Bible 
says. But there is no known mechanism by which Venus could do this. 


As for coherence, Worlds in Collision obviously tried to make a coherent case 
for the historical accuracy of the Old Testament. But its scientific coherence was 
limited. Parts of the thesis did follow from others, but what parts they were! 
Velikovsky believed that enormous electric and magnetic forces dominate the 


universe. He insisted that, during the cosmic encounters, huge lightning bolts 
flashed between Venus and the Moon, creating many of the lunar craters. Later, 
when Mars menaced the Moon, the same thing happened. Inductive heating due 
to the tremendous electric and magnetic fields of Venus and Mars melted the 
surface of the Moon, and bursting gas bubbles made more craters. 


Some ancient accounts tell of fire raining from the sky. To a conventional 
mind, they suggest spectacular meteor showers. But Velikovsky had read that 
comets contain methane so, to him, the rains of fire were showers of 
hydrocarbons burning in the atmosphere. In fact, he claimed that much of the 
petroleum now found in the earth fell to the ground during such encounters and 
later seeped in. And since he didn’t distinguish between hydrocarbons and 
carbohydrates, he suggested that celestial lightning bolts turned hydrocarbons 
into manna. 


To those astronomers who actually read Worlds in Collision, several things were 
apparent. First of all, Velikovsky often made remarkable assertions without 
making any attempt to justify them. Nowhere did he offer the kind of 
quantitative analysis which might show that some of his amazing proposals are 
actually possible. In science, complex theories usually get their coherence from 
mathematics, but there is not a single equation in Worlds in Collision. Also, to most 
scientists, the way Velikovsky used physics demonstrated that he had only the 
vaguest grasp of its underlying principles. 


Few astronomers bothered to read Worlds in Collision, but this didn’t prevent 
them from condemning it as preposterous. Indeed, Worlds in Collision was excoriated 
even before it was published. Some did more than criticize it. A group of 
astronomers led by Harvard professor Harlow Shapley tried to convince the 
Macmillan Company, Velikovsky’s publisher, not to release it. When that effort 
failed, and Worlds in Collision made the bestseller list, they threatened to boycott 
Macmillan’s textbooks unless it was withdrawn. This blackmail succeeded, and 
Macmillan turned over publication rights to Worlds in Collision to Doubleday. 


The ham-handed attempt to suppress Worlds in Collision brought it tremendous 
publicity and raised a storm of protest in the academic and literary communities. 
People who would otherwise have ignored the book read it to see what the 
shouting was about. In trying to protect the public from “nonsense,” astronomers 
only made the public more interested. Also, they cloaked Velikovsky in a 
martyr’s mantle that he wore defiantly for twenty-nine and a half years. 
Gradually, a hard core of followers gathered around Velikovsky, and they 
continue to promote his theories now that he’s gone. 


But Velikovsky made almost no converts among people with backgrounds 
in mathematics or physics, and those few scientific journals which reviewed 
Worlds in Collision described it in scathing terms. Velikovsky tried to reply to these 
reviews but was refused space to do so. When he submitted articles defending 
his thesis, they were rejected. Science, Scientific American, and other scientific 
magazines even refused to accept ads for Worlds in Collision. Just about every time 
Velikovsky tried to enter a hall of orthodox science, the door was slammed in his 
face. 


Wegener never received such treatment. The Origin of Continents and Oceans Was 
reviewed in geological journals, and some of the reviews were favorable. 
Wegener read papers on continental drift before scientific societies and had other 
papers published in scientific journals. His followers, notably South African 
geologist Alexis du Toit, sought and found much supporting evidence for it. 
Though his Ph.D was in astronomy, in 1924, Wegener was appointed professor 
of meteorology and geophysics at Graz University in Austria. 


The latter appointment suggests why, even though they rejected continental 
drift, geologists took Wegener seriously. Here was an astronomer who had made 
himself an authority on meteorology (Wegener wrote a very successful 
meteorology textbook) and competent in geophysics. He also studied geology 
and was aware of, and tried to meet, the difficulties with his continental drift 
theory. Right or wrong, those who heard Wegener speak or read his book knew 
that he understood the evidence. 


Velikovsky never did understand the scientific evidence. Indeed, he never 
seems to have understood what science is really about. Like a medieval scholar 
trying to extract scientific truths from the writings of ancient philosophers, 
Velikovsky tried to find scientific truth in ancient mythology. Where his 
sometimes novel interpretations of ancient writings conflicted with the laws of 
conventional physics, he was perfectly willing to throw those laws out. Unlike 
Wegener, missing mechanisms troubled him not at all, and he truly didn’t 
understand scientists’ concerns about them. Shortly before his death, Velikovsky 
told me that scientists shouldn’t criticize him about the mechanism by which 
Venus could have been expelled from Jupiter since he had never proposed one! 


Actually, Velikovsky had his own unconventional system of physics, and 
one cannot properly understand Worlds in Collision without reading his little known 
pamphlet Cosmos without Gravitation. The latter was published in 1946 when 
Velikovsky was already circulating a draft of Worlds in Collision among friends. The 
pamphlet explicitly lays the theoretical groundwork for Worlds in Collision and 


shows just what Velikovsky meant when he talked about large electric and 
magnetic forces between planets. 


Perhaps the best way to comment on Cosmos without Gravitation is to quote the 
opening paragraph: 

The fundamental theory of this paper is: Gravitation is an electromagnetic phenomenon. 
There is no primary motion inherent in planets and satellites. Electric attraction, 
repulsion and electromagnetic circumduction govern their movements. The moon does 
not “fall,” attracted to the earth from an assumed inertial motion along a straight line, 
nor is the phenomena of objects falling in the terrestrial atmosphere comparable to the 
“falling effect” in the movement of the moon, a conjecture which is the basic element of 
the Newtonian theory of gravitation. 


Thus in four sentences did Velikovsky dispose of inertia, general relativity, 
and universal gravitation. In the next few pages, he enumerated twenty-five 
“facts ... incompatible with the law of gravitation.” One can get the flavor from 
the first three. Briefly stated, these arguments were that, if gravitation were true, 
(a) the various gases of the atmosphere would separate because of their differing 
specific gravities; (b) ozone, being dense, would be found in the lower 
atmosphere instead of the upper layers; and (c) water droplets, being eight 
hundred times heavier than air, could not be suspended to form clouds. The rest 
of the pamphlet is equally convincing. 


Velikovsky’s admirers would like to forget that he wrote Cosmos without 
Gravitation, and they rarely refer to it. Some of Velikovsky’s earliest critics were 
familiar with it, and this familiarity didn’t improve their opinion of Worlds in 
Collision. But they wouldn’t have needed such knowledge to form an opinion. 
Although the tactics adopted by Shapley and others were lamentable, their 
judgment about the value of Worlds in Collision was on target. 


“But,” I hear a livid Velikovskian shouting, “how could they condemn the 
book without ever reading it?” I offer a counterexample. In the mid-1800s, a 
Liverpool merchant named James Smith published seventeen books purporting 
to prove that pi, the ratio of a circle’s circumference to its diameter, is exactly 
3%. How many of Smith’s books must one read before rejecting his thesis? 
None! The value of pi, though it can never be known exactly, has been 
calculated to over a million decimal places. It is decidedly not 3.125. In the 
months before Worlds in Collision Was published, articles about it appeared in three 
major magazines, Harper’s, Colliers, and Reader’s Digest. These articles contained 
more than enough information on which to base an opinion. To astronomers, it 
was Clear that the orbital events Velikovsky described simply could not have 
happened, at least not in the short time span he allotted to them. 


But wasn’t it this “impossible!” attitude that led the geologists to reject 
Wegener’s theory, which turned out to be correct? Sort of, which is what makes 
the Wegener-Velikovsky comparison intriguing. But it’s important to remember 
that geologists rejected Wegener’s continental drift theory for a very good 
reason. 


Wegener was dead wrong about the mechanism which causes continental 
drift. The pohiflucht force he proposed has nothing to do with it. Furthermore, the 
continents do not plow through the underlying rocks at all. Rather, huge sections 
of the earth’s crust—tectonic plates—are apparently propelled across the planet’s 
surface by convection currents in the earth’s mantle. Thus both Wegener and his 
opponents were partly right. But Wegener had the good judgment to realize that, 
even if one couldn’t explain how continental drift happened, the evidence clearly 
showed that it did happen. 


It’s easy to forget that science is descriptive, not prescriptive. “Facts is facts,” 
as they say, and if the facts actually contradict somebody’s scientific law, then 
the law is falsified. In Wegener’s case, the conflict between the fact of 
continental motion and the physical laws of viscosity was only apparent, based 
as it was on a misunderstanding of the true drift mechanism. Could the conflict 
between Velikovsky’s claims and the laws of celestial mechanics be apparent, or 
could those laws be wrong? 


First, while the presently known laws of celestial mechanics may not be the 
absolute truth, they cannot be seriously deficient. Astronomers have been using 
them for centuries to predict the positions of celestial bodies, and the laws allow 
eclipses to be predicted to the second, decades in advance. Furthermore, for the 
past twenty years, NASA has been using the same equations to guide its probes 
ever deeper into space, and they’ve found them to be extremely accurate. And if 
the conflict is only apparent, it is up to the Velikovskians to demonstrate that 
fact. They have had thirty years in which to publish a hypothetical orbit which 
looks even remotely like what Velikovsky ascribed to the comet Venus. Since 
they have not, one can only assume that they cannot. 


If Worlds in Collision were otherwise more consistent with the facts than 
conventional astronomy, it might still merit another look. As a measure of this, 
we can look at the predictions implicit in the book, and the more explicit 
predictions Velikovsky made later. They have hardly vindicated him. The craters 
of the Moon, for instance, all seem to be impact features, and it has apparently 
been billions of years since a large part of our satellite was molten. Though 
Velikovsky postulated powerful magnetic forces between Venus, Mars, and the 


Moon, the magnetic fields of all three have been measured by space probes; and 
they’re all small. In the introduction to later editions of Worlds in Collision, 
Velikovsky wrote that Venus “must be surrounded by a very extensive envelope 
of hydrocarbon (petroleum) gases and dust” and called their presence “a crucial 
test” for his theory. Venus probes find no significant amounts of hydrocarbons or 
dust in the Venusian atmosphere. After astronomers discovered that Venus is very 
hot (near the temperature of molten lead), Velikovsky loudly proclaimed that he 
had predicted it. True, he had written in Worlds in Collision that “Venus gives off 
heat.” But he also wrote that “there are some historical indications that Venus .. . 
is populated by vermin,” so presumably he didn’t expect it to be very hot, either. 


But hindsight is 20-20. Allowing that geologists were wrong in rejecting 
Wegener and astronomers were right in rejecting Velikovsky, we are still left 
with the question of how, without the benefit of hindsight, can a layman evaluate 
a speculative theory? Those familiar with the evidence and scientific laws 
involved can subject the theory to the same three tests that scientists apply. 
Those who aren’t can apply some other, less reliable, but often suggestive 
criteria. 


Those who don’t understand the theory can perhaps understand the theorist. 
Beware of theorists who try to substitute bald assertions for facts. Be extra 
suspicious of theorists who appear to be rationalizing a personal belief system. 
(Be especially suspicious of theories you yourself want to believe!) Credentials 
are much overrated, but be skeptical of a theory proposed by one who obviously 
doesn’t understand his subject. (If, for instance, the dragon of relativity is to be 
slain, it must perish at the hands of one who understands it better than Einstein 
did.) And look out for the self-proclaimed genius who knows more about 
everything than everybody. 


Examining Wegener and Velikovsky in this light makes for a striking 
contrast. Wegener lacked credentials in geology, but his works showed that he 
understood his subject sufficiently for his purposes. He was very careful about 
making assertions, had no apparent ulterior motive, and certainly didn’t claim to 
be infallible. Velikovsky, on the other hand, often made remarkable assertions 
based on the flimsiest of evidence. Worlds in Collision is clearly an attempt to 
support the historical accuracy of the Old Testament. And, though Worlds in 
Collision and subsequent works are filled with remarkable misunderstandings, 
Velikovsky ultimately claimed to have overthrown conventional astronomy, 
physics, geology and ancient history. 


These criteria are not infallible, singly or collectively. For every valid 


theory, there is an almost infinite number of false ones. Some valid theories will 
continue to be rejected and false ones adopted in their places. Politics, 
prejudices, and personalities will continue to play a part as they did in the 
scientific reaction to Velikovsky’s theory. Where an _ irresistible force 
(indisputable fact) meets an immovable object (well-established law), something 
will eventually have to give. In such cases, especially, errors are inevitable, and 
it’s difficult to fault those who make them honestly. 


Still, I think geologists blew it when they rejected continental drift. 


When the Earth Was Flat in Zion 
(Reprinted from Fae, May 1989) 


Seventy years ago, no globes were found in the Zion, Illinois parochial 
schools. The earth was flat in Zion. Wilbur Glenn Voliva, General Overseer of 
the Christian Catholic Apostolic Church in Zion, had so declared, and Reverend 
Voliva was not a man to trifle with. Zion was a theocracy, a city governed by 
God, and from 1906 until about 1935, Reverend Voliva was God’s earthly 
representative and virtual dictator of Zion. 


Zion, Illinois is a small city on the western shore of Lake Michigan, three 
miles south of the Wisconsin border. It was founded in 1900 by John Alexander 
Dowie, a hard-mouthed Scottish preacher who came to America via Australia. 
Dowie began his Chicago ministry in a shack outside the 1893 Columbian 
Exposition, and he built his reputation and his church on faith-healing. He 
founded Zion as a refuge for church members, a city free from doctors, drug 
stores, oysters, pork, tobacco, liquor, labor unions, and other corrupting 
influences. Soon afterward, Dowie declared himself the third incarnation of the 
prophet Elijah (John the Baptist was the second). Wilbur Glenn Voliva was 
Elijah’s right-hand man until he overthrew the prophet in 1906. 


Voliva inherited a community literally bankrupted by Dowie’s 
extravagance. For several years, he battled creditors and Independents 
(nonmembers of the Christian Catholic Apostolic Church) while he and his 
Theocratic Party consolidated their power. By mid-1914, Overseer Voliva 
dominated every major facet of Zion life—the church, industries, schools, and 
government. Having reshaped the city in his own image, he sought to reshape 
the world. 


The process began on Sunday, August 16, 1914, in a rambling sermon 
entitled “Exposure of Terrible Conditions in the Apostacy.” Most of the sermon 
was standard Zion fare. Voliva raged against modern medicine: medical science 
is a farce and fraud; doctors are thieves, murderers, drunkards, and dope fiends; 
drug stores are worse than saloons. Science, Voliva declared, “is nothing but a 
lot of rot—the inventions of men inspired by the devil!” He condemned 
evolution, geology, and higher criticism (textual and historical analysis) of the 
Bible. Having heard all this a hundred times, perhaps some church members 
dozed off before Voliva turned his guns on conventional astronomy, thundering: 


Where is Heaven? Heaven is up yonder! This is the earth! 


When the Blessed Lord ascended, they saw him going up, did they not? and the angels 
declared that in like manner He would come again, did they not?—and when he comes, 
He is coming to earth, is He not? 


I shall ask you this question: If the world is whirling around in space at the rate of a 
million five hundred thousand miles a day; whizzing around many times as fast as 
lightning travels—how is the Lord going to light on it? Just tell me! 


In the sermon, Voliva ridiculed the earth’s rotundity without saying the 
earth is flat. Vagueness vanished as the doctrine developed, and by late 1915, 
Voliva’s view was focused and systematic. In a pulpit blast at “Modern 
Astronomy” on December 26, he put his cosmology in plain English: 


I believe this earth is a stationary plane; that it rests upon water; and that there is no 
such thing as the earth moving, no such thing as the earth’s axis or the earth’s orbit. It is 
a lot of silly rot, born in the egotistical brains of infidels. 


Neither do I believe there is any such thing as the law of gravitation: I believe that that 
is a lot of rot, too. 


There is no such thing! 


I get my astronomy from the Bible. 


Indeed, a Voliva assistant, Apostle Anton Darms, had searched the Good 
Book for evidence of the earth’s shape. Darms described his findings in the 
church’s official magazine, Leaves of Healing, in a long article entitled “The 
Teaching of the Word of God Regarding the Creation of the World and the Shape 
of the Earth in Fifty Questions, Answered by Scripture.” 


Darms found that the Bible never explicitly says the earth is flat, but it 
frequently says it has corners or ends (e.g. Isaiah 11:12 and Job 28:24). God 
“stretched out” (Psalm 136:6) or “spread forth” (Isaiah 42:5) the earth, which 
makes sense for a plane but not for a sphere. One of Daniel’s visions is 
conclusive: “I saw, and behold a tree in the midst of the earth, and the height 
thereof was great. The tree grew and was strong, and the height thereof reached 
unto heaven, and the sight thereof to the end of all the earth (Daniel 4:10-11).” 
No matter how high the tree, it could not be seen all over a spherical earth. 


Darms concluded that the Scriptural earth is enclosed by a solid dome, the 


firmament of the King James Bible. Isaiah 40:22 says of God, “It is He that 
sitteth upon the circle of the earth, and the inhabitants thereof are as 
grasshoppers.” Job 22:14 says, “He walketh in the circuit of heaven.” Darms 
argued that the Hebrew word chug, translated “circle” and “circuit” should have 
been translated “arch” or “vault.” (Modern scholars agree; the New English Bible 
gives “vaulted roof” and “vault,” respectively.) The sun, moon, and stars are 
small and inside the dome. Genesis 1:17 says, “God set them in the firmament of 
the heaven to give light upon the earth.” Revelation 6:13 limits the size of the 
stars, saying “the stars of heaven fell unto the earth, even as a fig tree casteth her 
untimely figs, when she is shaken by a mighty wind.” Darms argued that the 
stars must be smaller than the earth for them all to fall upon it. 


In all, Darms quoted more than 200 verses from 39 of the Bible’s 66 books. 
This mass of Scriptural evidence negated any possible scientific reply. By March 
1916, the transition was complete, and the earth was flat in Zion. Voliva assigned 
Apostle Darms to rewrite the church’s hymns where necessary. For example, one 
verse of an old, familiar hymn had always been sung: 

Let every kindred, every tribe, 
On this terrestrial ball, 

To him all majesty ascribe, 
And crown Him Lord of All. 


Darms revised the verse to a form consistent with the new flat earth 
orthodoxy: 


Let every kindred, every tribe, 
On this terrestrial plane, 


To Him all majesty ascribe, 


And praise His Holy Name. 


Apostle Darms was also appointed head of the Zion parochial schools, and 
teachers were required to teach students flat earthism. Voliva’s Theocratic Party 
controlled the School Board, so presumably Zion’s public school teachers either 
taught flat earthism or (more likely) kept their mouths shut. 


The flat-earth system advocated by Voliva and taught in Zion schools was 
called “zetetic astronomy.” Zetetic astronomy holds that the known world is a 
vast circular plane. The north pole is its center, and there is no south pole; a 150- 


foot wall of ice marks the impassable “southern limit.” The equator is a circle 
concentric with the north pole and lying roughly halfway between it and the 
southern limit. The sun, moon, and planets circle above the terrestrial plane in 
the equatorial region. Their apparent rising and setting is an optical illusion 
caused by atmospheric refraction and the zetetic law of perspective, which law 
also explains why outward-bound ships apparently vanish over the horizon. A 
solid dome encloses the entire universe. 


Voliva did not invent zetetic astronomy. The system was launched in 
England in 1849 by an itinerant lecturer who called himself “Parallax.” For the 
next 35 years, “Parallax” (Samuel Birley Rowbotham) toured England, attacking 
conventional astronomy in public lectures. “Zetetic,” from the Greek verb zetein, 
means to seek or inquire, and Rowbotham claimed he sought only facts. In his 
lectures, he praised facts and belittled theories; then he identified zetetic 
astronomy with facts and conventional astronomy with theories. While 
Rowbotham focused on scientific evidence, he also argued that accepting a 
spherical earth meant rejecting the Bible. 


Indeed, flat earthism is an old Judeo-Christian tradition. Like their 
Babylonian and Egyptian contemporaries, the ancient Hebrews considered the 
earth flat, and this cosmology permeates the Bible. Many Fathers of the Church 
(for example, Lactantius, Severianus, and John Chrysostom) therefore 
denounced sphericity on scriptural grounds. Cosmas Indicopleustes, a 6th 
century Egyptian monk, vehemently defended the Biblical flat earth against the 
heathen globe in his Christian Topography. The book was briefly influential, but the 
Cosmas cosmos could not compete with Ptolemy’s spherical astronomy. Flat 
earthism died out in the Western world by the 8th century, despite popular 
mythology about Columbus convincing the Spanish court of the earth’s 
sphericity. 


If Rowbotham knew of Cosmas’s Christian Topography, he didn’t mention it in 
his 1865 book Earth Not a Globe, the foundation work of zetetic astronomy. 
Rowbotham made numerous converts with his “Parallax” lectures. In 1870, 
zetetic John Hampden stole some of his master’s thunder by offering £500 for 
proof of the earth’s rotundity. Alfred Russel Wallace, the famous British 
evolutionist, accepted the wager, which was settled at the Old Bedford Canal on 
March 5, 1870. Hampden lost, and “the Bedford Canal Swindle” became the 
zetetic rallying cry.20 The ranks of the faithful swelled. 


Zetetic astronomy crossed the Atlantic about the same time. A New York 
Zetetic Society was organized in 1873, but it quickly faded from view. Flat 


earthism took a firmer root in America after 1879, when the well-known British 
flat earther William Carpenter emigrated and settled in Baltimore. A tireless 
lecturer, Carpenter eventually preached the flat-earth gospel to more than 
100,000 Americans and sold (or gave away) more than 10,000 copies of his 
1885 pamphlet, One Hundred Proofs that the Earth Is Not a Globe. 


Several American Adventists became outspoken flat earthers. The best- 
known was Alexander Gleason, a Seventh Day Adventist from Buffalo, New 
York. Gleason made observations on Lake Erie that proved to his satisfaction 
that the surface of its waters is not convex. He described his experiments in two 
editions of Is the Bible from Heaven? Is the Earth a Globe? (1890 and 1893). He also 
produced a beautiful four-color map of the earth as a circular plane. 


Ironically, Wilbur Glenn Voliva apparently was oblivious to all this. Born 
on an Indiana farm on March 10, 1870, Voliva was ordained a minister of the 
“New Light” Christian Church at age 19. While Carpenter, Gleason, and others 
were spreading the plane truth, Reverend Voliva was attending a succession of 
Bible Colleges and seminaries and pastoring churches part time. He had joined 
the Disciples of Christ by 1898, when he first read John Alexander Dowie’s 
Leaves of Healing. Voliva joined the Christian Catholic Apostolic Church early in 
1899, and barely seven years later he took over. 


The best efforts of Carpenter and Gleason had little result; it was Voliva 
who brought zetetic astronomy before the nation. From 1914 on, he regularly 
sniped at conventional astronomy in sermons and in the pages of Leaves of Healing. 
In 1922, Voliva became the first religious broadcaster to found a radio station. 
Zion radio (WCBD) featured religious dramas, hymns, and Reverend Voliva 
blasting the Devil’s Triplets—Evolution, Higher Criticism, and Modern 
Astronomy. He also broadcast a standing offer of $5,000 to anyone who could 
prove (to him) that the earth is a globe. No one ever collected. 


Voliva’s strident flat earthism drew frequent comment in local and even 
national newspapers. Articles about Voliva and Zion appeared in national 
magazines such as Collier's (May 14, 1927) and American Mercury (April 1930). Most 
were not favorable. To answer critics of zetetic astronomy, Voliva published a 
special 64-page issue of Leaves of Healing (May 10, 1930) entirely devoted to the 
earth’s shape. 


The lead article is “Which Will You Accept? The Bible, the Inspired Word 
of God, or the Infidel Theories of Modern Astronomy?” by Voliva. Sixteen years 
after his first public attack on sphericity, he was still singing the same song: 


Modern Astronomy, Evolution, and Higher Criticism are a trinity of evils—Modem 


Astronomy by no means being the least of the three—which are doctrines of seducing 
demons, originated and taught for the purpose of destroying, in the minds, hearts, and 
lives of the people, their acceptance of the Bible as the Inspired Word of God, and their 
belief in and practice of the Christian religion. 


The Bible plainly teaches that the earth is a plane. Modern Astronomy teaches that the 
earth is a globe. Both cannot be true. One of the two positions must be false. Which will 
you, as a professing Christian, accept—the plain teaching of the Bible, the Inspired 
Word of God, or the wild, harebrained speculations of infidel astronomers? 


The infidel theme was an old zetetic favorite. To tar astronomy with the 
atheist brush, Voliva quoted from Thomas Paine, Robert Ingersoll, and other 
freethinkers. All agreed that the Bible teaches that the earth is flat and science 
teaches that the earth is a globe. 


Voliva’s $5,000 challenge had brought numerous letters from skeptics who 
betrayed “an appalling ignorance of the whole subject.” Some, for example, 
argued that the earth is a sphere because it can be circumnavigated. For these 
benighted souls, Voliva repeated a favorite illustration: 


Take a silver dollar to represent the stationary, plane earth. The center of the dollar is 
the North Center. Draw a line from the edge of the dollar to the North Center. As you go 
toward the Center you are travelling north; as you go from the Center to the edge you 
are travelling south. East and west are simply points at right angles to north and south. 
Start from a given point and travel due east, and you will be compelled to come back to 
the point of departure. 


Voliva closed with a barrage of Scriptures. 


Chester W. Shippey addressed spherical critics in two articles, “Answers to 
Common ‘Proofs’ that the Earth is a Globe” and “The True Shape of the Earth: A 
Practical Discussion.” Shippey’s answers were mostly stock replies gleaned from 
three-quarters of a century of zetetic literature. The following four summaries 
give their flavor. 


1. Why do ships sailing out to sea seem to disappear over the horizon? Is that not proof 


that the earth is spherical? 


Answer: Not at all. Ships are often seen at distances where they should 
be hidden by the supposed curvature of the earth. Ships seem to 
disappear over the horizon for the same reason that the rails of a 
railroad track seem to meet in the distance. It is a matter of 
perspective. A good telescope will bring a disappearing ship back into 


view. 


2. Where is the edge of the earth? 


Answer: All of the great antarctic explorers reported encountering 
impenetrable ice barriers. Obviously, a great wall of ice surrounds the 
seas. No one knows what lies beyond. 


3. How can there be day and night if the earth is flat and the sun is always above it? 


Answer: The sun is a small body, only 32 miles in diameter. (In 
equatorial regions, the area below the sun in which a vertical pole casts 
no shadow is 32 miles in diameter.) The sun’s influence is limited. 
When it gets too far away, it merges with the horizon and appears to 
set. When it comes back into range, it appears to rise. 


4. How can astronomers predict eclipses if they are wrong about the shape of the earth? 


Answer: Eclipses occur in cycles. The ancients used the lunar cycle of 
18 years 10-3/4 days (called the saros) to predict eclipses when 
everyone knew the earth is flat. Besides, lunar eclipses disprove the 
globular theory. Copernicans claim lunar eclipses occur when the earth 
gets between the sun and the moon; yet numerous lunar eclipses have 
been observed with the sun and moon both above the horizon 
(examples: July 19, 1750; April 20, 1838; May 26, 1868). 


Each of the foregoing arguments is at least partly true, and it takes a sound 
understanding of astronomy and geometry to refute some of them. Public 
education being what it was (and still is), these and similar arguments usually 
silenced or confounded critics. 


As always, the bottom line was the Bible. Apostle Anton Darms iced the 
cake with two articles, “The Teaching of the Word of God Regarding the 
Creation of the World and the Shape of the Earth in Fifty Questions, Answered 
by Scripture” (his 1915 article, slightly revised) and “Ten Reasons Why a 
Christian Should Reject Modern Astronomy.” In the latter, Darms credited 
previous zetetics for their efforts at defending the Bible but offered this paean to 


To this servant of God belongs the honor that no one else can claim of having a Church 
stand with him on this important teaching of God’s Word—the Christian Catholic 


Apostolic Church in Zion. 


But the church was less than unanimous. While Voliva was in absolute 
control, its doctrines were whatever he said they were. Darms and others were 
undoubtedly sincere flat earthers, but some were biding their time. Silence was a 
quality cultivated in Zion, for the General Overseer did not take opposition 
kindly. In some respects, Zion under Voliva was like a prison without walls. 


Voliva’s takeover of the bankrupt city two decades earlier had been almost 
complete, and it brought to Zion tremendous political, financial, and religious 
strife. Dissident church members splintered off to form their own sects, and 
these anti-Voliva factions organized as the Independent Party. Voliva boasted that 
he would drive them out of town. He implored and browbeat loyal church 
members into mortgaging their property and giving him the money. He bought 
the Zion properties back from the receiver piece by piece, putting all the titles in 
his own name. Soon after Voliva’s forces gained control, the Zion council voted 
to give Voliva all the parks in Zion City as his personal property. The Zion police 
then shooed Independent children out of the parks for trespassing. 


In 1914, Voliva’s minions began passing the strictest blue laws in 20th 
century America. Tobacco was banned in Zion, and when trains stopped in town, 
police boarded them to arrest smokers. Likewise forbidden were movie theaters, 
pork, alcohol, doctors, drug stores, unions, and secret societies. Women could 
not cut their hair, expose their necks, or straddle a horse. To ensure compliance, 
Zion citizens were encouraged to spy on each other. Zion detectives lurked in 
nearby Waukegan lest some Zionite should take the train south for a movie, a 
smoke, or a taste of the demon rum. The laws, of course, applied to both church 
members and Independents. 


Voliva’s high-handed tactics eventually brought his downfall. In the late 
1920s, the Illinois legislature investigated his financial dealings and 
recommended prosecution. Nothing came of it, but Voliva’s influence was 
weakened. In the early 1930s, the Great Depression again brought severe 
financial problems to Zion, further undermining his position. In 1935, Voliva 
was deposed as General Overseer, and the church quietly dropped the flat-earth 
doctrine. 


After that, Voliva began wintering in Florida, and from 1939 onward he 
returned to Zion only intermittently. Since about 1920, he had lived primarily on 
buttermilk and Brazil nuts, a diet supposed to sustain him to an age of 100. Now 
he was seriously diabetic, and his eyesight was failing. When he visited Zion in 


mid-1942, ill health prevented his return to Florida. He died in Zion on October 
11, 1942, at age 72. 


Shortly before he died, Voliva received a letter inquiring about flat earthism 
from a young Texan named Charles Kenneth Johnson. Voliva wrote a kind reply. 
Johnson is now president of the Flat Earth Society (written in 1989, Charles Johnson died 
March 19, 2001. He was 76. ed.). Unlike Voliva, who tried to flatten the world by fiat, 
Johnson takes a low-key approach. He used to advertise the society in Fate, and 
more recently he got some publicity by doing ice cream commercials on 
television. Johnson claims he doesn’t really care about making converts. He and 
his wife Marjory witness to the world; let them accept who will. 


The earth is no longer flat in Zion, though the city still bears the marks of 
Dowie and Voliva. The city seal includes a cross, and at last report the American 
Atheists were suing to have it removed. Voliva is not remembered kindly, and 
many elderly people seem reluctant to talk about their experiences under his 
regime. There are, however, still a few old-timers who believe the earth is flat, 
just as they were taught in the Zion schools. 
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Afterword 
by Lois Schadewald 


My brother, Robert James Schadewald (Bob), was an eccentric. From my 
first memories of Bob, and throughout his lifetime, he was “different.” Not, as in 
“THAT’S different,” the Minnesota way of saying something is distasteful; but, 
as in “That’s DIFFERENT!” meaning refreshing and appealing. When I spoke at 
his memorial, I wanted to give those attending an idea of my brother’s character 
and how much he meant to me. I believe that seeing my brother’s curiosity of 
how things work and willingness to delve into whatever seemed interesting to 
him was influential in my decision to study chemistry. After some initial 
remarks, and leading to this idea, I said, “As a little girl I remember watching 
Bob melt lead on the stove . . .” I was surprised when a lot of people laughed. 
Don’t get me wrong; it was okay that they laughed, but I hadn’t thought of his 
making bullets by hand as unusual. 


If melting lead to make bullets sounds odd, consider this story from one of 
Bob’s best friends, Ned Dexter. Ned became friends with Bob during the early 
1960s, some ten years before this episode unfolded: 


Bob and I had been talking for a long, long time about fish falls. It’s actually rained 
frogs and fishes. It’s happened a lot in the Earth’s history, and there are quite a few 
documented cases of it. Many of them are very well documented; it’s a fact. Some are 
so well documented that there are accounts of the size of the fish, and of people going 
around with buckets filling them up with fish, and things like that. 


One of the questions you have to ask yourself is, how can it happen naturally? How 
much of an updraft would it take to carry a fish up? How fast will it fall? What would 
be the terminal velocity of a fish?21 We were trying to find out how much of an updraft 
it would take to get a fish up into the air. There are things like waterspouts that are 
extremely common, and they can have substantial updrafts. 


Bob was the planner of all this. So, he said “Okay Ned, let’s go. We’re going to figure 
out the terminal velocity of a fish.” So we went to the Washington Bridge [UM 
Minneapolis]; it had a walkway with a lot of college kids going back and forth between 
classes. Bob had brought a string with a weight on the end of it, a bucket of minnows, 
and a movie camera. 


The first thing we did was to measure the height of the bridge. So, we took the string 
and dropped it over the side of the bridge and marked it when it hit the water. 


The movie camera filmed at a speed of 16 frames per second. So, you take a picture of 
the fish falling, and you can tell how many frames it takes until the first splash. That 
way you can calculate the time to within 1/16th of a second. And, I also had a 
stopwatch; so, we had two ways to measure the time it took. So, that was what we did. 
We had the movie camera and stopwatch. College kids would stop and ask what we 
were doing and we told them we were determining the terminal velocity of a fish. 
They’d say “Oh, yeah, cool!” 


I can’t remember what the terminal velocity turned out to be22 but it was something 
like 20 or 15 miles per hour. It means all it takes is a 20 mile per hour wind to move that 
fish aloft, and a 30 mile per hour wind would move the fish along at 10 miles per hour. 
It’s very common to have updrafts of 40, 50, 60 miles per hour, or more. So, it’s easy to 
see, once that fish gets up there, say, during a thunderstorm, a whole bunch of fish could 
be carried along maybe 50 miles. And then the thunderstorm dissipates and can no 
longer hold the fish and there they dump. Since it’s now going to be out at the edge of 
the thunderstorm, the sky could be relatively clear. And, if they were frozen up there 
and it was a relatively warm day, they could thaw slowly on their way down and come 
back alive. So, fish could easily be flopping on the ground; and people could scoop 
them up and have a nice fresh fish dinner. 


These are only two examples of Bob’s methodology in dealing with things 
that were of interest to him. Of course, you can imagine these characteristics of 
Bob’s weren’t always appreciated by his family. He was the oldest, and the only 
boy in a family of five. I remember having some pet names for Bob when we 
were growing up. Particularly, Brother Rat and Mr. Know It All. But, regardless 
of this, Bob always came through in his role as big brother. Our lives would have 
been significantly lessened if Bob hadn’t been in them. 


Our father, Walter William Schadewald, also exhibited a degree of 
eccentricity, which Bob inherited in spades. These factors are what led Bob into 
such a fascination with “alternative” scientists. He knew firsthand what it’s like 
to be different, and he had such boundless curiosity that, I believe, he 
empathized on a certain level with people who held fringe ideas. One thing I 
remember Bob often saying to me was that everyone held some whacko ideas, 
no matter how intelligent or practically minded they were. The differences were 
in the type of belief and the degree to which the belief was held. 


Now, after describing Bob’s warmth toward those he studied, I want to 
point out, and make it perfectly clear, he wasn’t empathetic with all of them. Bob 
had no time for dishonesty. He was one of the most honest people I will ever 
know (the same goes for our father). Bob held the characteristic of honesty in the 
highest regard. When he saw people lying to get their way—whether the purpose 
was swindling people out of their money or swindling people out of knowledge 


—he got livid. My personal belief is that this is what led him into the area of 
scientific creationism. A belief in creation is a matter of faith, held regardless of 
any evidence for or against it. The very term “scientific creationism” is a lie, and 
the argumentative methodology of most scientific creationists is deeply 
dishonest. Bob saw a definite division between the person who holds any sort of 
belief honestly, and the one who uses a belief nefariously as a means toward an 
agenda. He realized that the agenda behind presenting a belief of faith (creation) 
as having scientific status was to undermine science itself. Not incidentally, Bob 
held science in the highest regard. 


Consider this story that Ned Dexter told at Bob’s memorial: 


Bob was an extremely honest and open person. What you see is what you get with Bob. 
When he was looking for some extra money, when he was going to college, he picked 
selling encyclopedias. And, he picked the specific type (I don’t remember exactly 


whether it was the Encyclopedia Britannica or which brand), because that was the 
encyclopedia he used and he believed in it. He could sell it honestly, from the point of 
view of an enthusiastic encyclopedia user. He could say, ‘I use this encyclopedia and 
it’s the best and here’s why.’ 


But, that wasn’t the company line. The company line was; “you’ve just won a prize! 
We’re going to give you this encyclopedia free, but we’re going to want you to keep 
this encyclopedia up to date and buy the yearbooks. All you have to do is buy these 
yearbooks and the encyclopedia is yours.” 


Well, the first night Bob had to ride around with the district manager (or, whoever) and 
this guy wouldn’t let Bob just sell the encyclopedia straight out. After one night Bob 
couldn’t stand it anymore and never went back. 


Bob graduated from St. Michael Catholic High School in 1960. Having 
received a full academic scholarship to St. Thomas University in St. Paul, 
Minnesota, he began studying there that fall with the intent of getting a degree in 
mathematics. Youth and possibly the influence of the city on a young man raised 
on a farm had their effect on Bob, and he left St. Thomas after completing only 
one year of study. Bob worked for Greyhound buslines in Minneapolis for about 
a year and then enlisted in the navy for a five-year stint. He served from 1963 to 
1968, attaining the rank of lieutenant and serving as an airplane navigator. After 
returning home from the navy, Bob worked with a partner in a construction 
company building houses for a while. At the same time, he attended the 
University of Minnesota with the intent of getting a degree in economics with a 


mathematics minor. He planned on becoming a stockbroker; however, as he 
neared graduation, he came to realize that to succeed in this area would involve 
some degree of deception. Disillusioned, he left the university one class shy of 
earning his bachelor’s degree. 


This time period was one of deep reflection for Bob, as he grappled with 
what direction his life would take. During this time, he became interested in 
writing and began studying natural oddities as well as alternative sciences. Bob 
remarked on several occasions that it was Martin Gardner’s book Fads and Fallacies 
in the Name of Science (Dover, 1957) that was influential in determining his life’s 
passion: the study of alternative thinkers. One such person, introduced to Bob 
through Fads and Fallacies, waS Alfred Lawson. Alfred Lawson was an aviation 
pioneer and made significant contributions there. However, he also made 
significant contributions in the area of crackpottery with his theory of gravity 
(suction and pressure) and his theory of physics (zig, zag, and swirl). Lawson 
was the subject of Bob’s first published article along these lines entitled, “A 
Forgotten Pioneer” Air Line Pilot, November 1976. Bob wrote several articles about 
various aspects of home construction and carpentry during this time in order to 
earn money. He also wrote many articles in the area of computer technology, 
including “Longfellow vs. Shortfellow” about computer poetry, and “Your 
Move, Human,” about computer chess. In 1984, he published a computer 
guidebook: The dBase II Guide for Small Business. All along, though, Bob’s main area of 
interest was in the pseudosciences. 


Part I of this book deals with Immanuel Velikovsky. Bob was in New Jersey 
doing some contract writing when that interview occurred. Because of Bob’s 
admiration for Martin Gardner, the author of Fads & Fallacies in the Name of Science, 
(F&F), he arranged to meet him while in New Jersey. He sent a letter, dated 
August 16, 1979 to his friend Chuck Long, a physics professor at North 
Hennepin Community College, describing his visit: 

I spent the evening of the 8th with Martin Gardner, and it couldn’t have been more 


pleasant. He’s every bit as interesting as you’d imagine, and we blabbered until almost 
midnight. He showed me his flat earth and hollow earth files, and gave me a copy of a 


flat-earth pamphlet reprinted by Voliva, and an old copy of Teed’s Cellular Cosmogony 


(1897), which is hollow earth, with us on the inside. He also gave me a couple other 
little items... 


I guess there’s no way I can cover our entire conversation in a letter. ’ll give you a 
recap after I get home. We discussed a whole raft of subjects, very much along the lines 
of one of our typical conversations. In fact, it was very much like that. 


Gardner encouraged me to write the crackpottery book, and says that when I get an 
outline and a couple sample chapters ready to go, he’ll put me in touch with some of his 
publishing contacts. Can you imagine a better person to have recommending you, when 
you’re trying to sell a crackpottery book?! I also told him some of my flat-earth stories, 
and he thinks the book definitely has promise. He recommends using a lot of 
illustrations, and says that the lack of illustrations is the only thing he regrets about 
F&F. 


Bob corresponded with Gardner throughout the remaining years, sharing 
stories and file material. The crackpottery book that Bob began provides some of 
the material in this book. The flat-earth book, although essentially completed, 
remains unpublished at this time. 


Many people who got to know Bob developed a deep appreciation for his 
honesty and openness. I solicited comments from several people to include in 
this book and some of them are related in the section introductions. I will include 
a few of them here as well. One comes from the Reverend Loren Siebold: 


My friendship with him speaks to Bob’s generous and wide outreach to others. I’m a 
Seventh-day Adventist pastor and scholar, and some years ago wrote an article for a 
historical journal about a Seventh-day Adventist pioneer who was an advocate of the 
flat earth, and in fact wrote a book about it. Bob read the article and called me one day 
at home to tell me how much he appreciated it, and we had occasional conversations 
and e-mails in years since. I was always impressed with his warm and friendly interest 
in all things strange, yet without disapproving judgment, an attitude I try to cultivate 
myself toward those whose ideas seem odd to me.” 


Bob could claim friends who were atheists, agnostics, professors, priests, 
pastors, theistic evolutionists, nontheistic evolutionists, and at least one believer 
in the flat Earth. Bob served two years as president for the National Center for 
Science Education (NCSE), an organization founded to defend the teaching of 
evolution in public schools against sectarian attack. Yet some of his best friends 
were creationists, who would gladly see creation taught in public schools as a 
theory of our origins. 


Dr. Eugenie Scott, executive director of NCSE, was both a friend and 
colleague of Bob’s. She wrote a memorial for him which was originally 
published in Reviews of the National Center for Science Education, RNCSE 20 (1-2): 24, 
Some excerpts are given here: 


On March 12, 2000, Robert J Schadewald, former NCSE President, died in 
Minneapolis, Minnesota, of complications of cancer. He was 57. 


When I broke the news of his death to various friends and associates, the universal 
response was dismay that Bob had died so young, depriving us of his intelligence, his 


knowledge, his wit, and his company. “He knew so much!” was a common lament, and 
indeed, Bob had a wealth of information, seemingly retrievable on a moment’s 
reflection. I know that I relied a lot on his mental encyclopedia as well as on his keen 
insight into the people and ideas of the creationism controversy. 


For Bob, more than any of us, personally knew and was friends with many of the people 


whose ideas we disagree with. Readers of RNCSE (and its predecessor, NCSE Reports, 
which Bob once edited) will recall Bob’s published analyses of quadrennial 
International Creationism Conferences, which he faithfully attended. There was never 
any question that he disagreed profoundly with the “research” presented at these 
meetings, and he gave no quarter in vigorous debate with the creationists participating 
in these meetings, but he saw no contradiction in going out afterward for a beer with 
these same adversaries. He made a distinction between creationists whom he considered 
sincere and who treated the scientific data on evolution fairly (even if they rejected it), 
and others whom he considered “snake-oil salesmen.” When one creationist recently 
lost most of his personal library in a fire, Bob generously boxed up duplicate copies of 
his books on the creation/evolution controversy and shipped them off. There are a 
number of creationists who personally will miss Bob, even though they may not miss 
his barbed criticisms of their scientific statements or his astute dissections of their logic. 


The creationist Eugenie refers to above is Dr. Kurt Wise, associate 
professor of science at Bryan College (a fundamentalist college) in Tennessee. 
Dr. Wise received his PhD. in paleontology at Harvard, studying under Stephen 
Jay Gould. Dr. Wise sent a few remembrances of Bob to me for this book. The 
following talks about the above incident: 


The most heart-wrenching memory of Bob occurred in the year 2000. On February 6th 
of 2000 there was a fire in the administration building at the college where I work. The 
fire had ravaged my office, destroying all but 3 or 4 of the 4000 books in my library and 
(as far as we could tell at that point) virtually all my files, and slides, and. . . well, my 
life’s research. It was a few days after the fire when I received a phone call from Bob. 
He was sharing his sadness over my loss, and was wondering if there was some way he 
could help me out. He said he had some books he would send along. I was very much 
touched by his concern. Then I asked him how he was doing. He shared that he really 
wasn’t doing well. The description of his condition sounded rather dismal. It was at that 
moment that I cried for the first time after the fire. In spite of all the loss I had received 
(or perhaps because of the loss I had received) I had been in something of a state of 
shock or near denial. I had not allowed myself to grieve for my loss. When it dawned on 
me that here was a man who was actually in a much graver state than I—at risk of soon 
losing his own life—and of a wildly different philosophical and religious perspective 
than I who had called to share his condolences over my (much lesser) loss. The tears 
this unleashed humbled me and allowed me to grieve for which I was and am very 
thankful. A few weeks later I received a box with a fascinating array of books—each 
carefully wrapped. I received word soon thereafter that Bob had passed on. In fact, Bob 
died after sending that box of books and before they arrived at my home. Perhaps it is 
not quite accurate, but I will always remember that box of books, so carefully wrapped, 
as a sacrificial gift of love in Bob’s last days and I will always remember that box and 
the one who sent it with a tear in the corner of my eye. Thanks Bob. How I wish we 
could have shared even more. 


Lois Schadewald, MS 

Professor of Chemistry 
Normandale Community College 
Bloomington MN 

November 2007 
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ENDNOTES 


1 Bob published three articles about Immanuel Velikovsky: “Velikovsky: His Controversies Seem Fated to 
Live On and On,” Science Digest, March 1980; “Velikovsky: The Last Interview,” Fate, May 1980; and 
“If Continents Can Wander, Why Not Planets? Wegener and Velikovsky,” Isaac Asimov’s Science 
Fiction Digest, September 28, 1981. The Velikovsky section presented here is made up of an 
unpublished chapter Bob had written and “Velikovsky: The Last Interview.” “If Continents Can 
Wander, Why Not Planets?” from Isaac Asimov's Science Fiction Digest is reproduced in the Appendix. 


2 Two relatively minor date changes, which were made. ed. 
3 The article “If Continents Can Wander, Why Not Planets?” is reproduced in the Appendix. ed. 


4 The small particles probably are sulfuric acid. Kollenberg said that the slightly larger particles “could be 
anything.” Aviation Week and Space Technology, July 1, 1979. 


5 The beginnings of perpetual motion are obscure. The description Bob gives seems to match 
Brahmagupta’s concept ca. AD 625. For more information on the Siddhanta Ciromani see 
www.math.sfu.ca/histmath/India/12thCenturyA D/Siddhanta_Siroman.html 


For more information on the history of perpetual motion see www.|lhup.edu/~ 
dsimanek/museum/people/people.htm 


6 In his work De Simia Nature, 1624 Robert Fludd described this overshot water wheel which had been proposed 
by an “unknown Italian.” It’s clear that Fludd realized it would not work because he said as much, as 
evidenced by this translation from the Italian from Dircks Perpetuum Mobile, or Search for Self-Motive Power 
during the seveteenth, eighteenth, and nineteenth centuries. 1861. p. 303-5. (Text and reference provided by 
Donald Simanek) 


“The Italian, deceived by his own thoughts, conceived that as much water would be 
raised by this pump as would keep the wheel perpetually in motion; because he said that 
more force was required at the extremity of this machine than at the centre; but because 
he calculated the proportions of power wrong, he was deceived (undeceived) in 
practice.” 


7 This story is the subject of chapter 12. 

8 Bob was in the navy from 1963 to 1968. 

9 Fads and Fallacies in the Name of Science by Martin Gardner; Dover, 1957. 

10 In The Name of Science by Martin Gardner; Putnam, 1952. 

11 One of Reverend M. R. Bresher’s replies is discussed in detail in chapter 15, “Looking for Lighthouses.” 


12 The age of the Earth is considered to be 4.5 billion years—the oldest type of rock, determined through 
radioactive dating techniques. 


13 John Patterson, emeritus Professor of Materials Science and Engineering, ISU. 

14 A scientific creationist discussed in chapter 19. 

15 “Six ‘Flood’ Arguments Creationists Can’t Answer,” Creation/Evolution, Summer, pp. 12-17. (1982) 
16 Amold Burke, discussed in chapters 6 and 7. 

17 A type of perpetual motion machine, discussed in chapter 8. 

18 Creation Research Science Quarterly 


19 The great Danish physicist Niels Bohr argued that any new theory intended to replace a successful 
theory must correspond to it in many ways. For example, the general theory of relativity could 


successfully replace Isaac Newton’s mechanics because it gave the same answers wherever Newtonian 
mechanics had proved reliable, and it also gave correct answers where Newtonian mechanics failed. 
Thus, Bohr argued that a good new theory already is partly proven when it is proposed, and he called 
this the correspondence principle. 


20 Fort commented on the Bedford Canal controversy in New Lands; see The Books of Charles Fort, p. 346f. I 
described it more fully in chapter 12, “He Knew Earth Is Round, but His Proof Fell Flat,” which 
appeared originally in the Smithsonian, April 1978, p. 101ff. 


21 The speed at which the fish falls is its terminal velocity. Any updraft that exceeds the terminal velocity 
will carry the fish aloft. The initial whirlwind event must be stronger, though, to break the surface 
tension of the water as well as bring the fish up. 


22 31.8 miles per hour for a 4-inch stickleback; according to the Fortean Society memorial to Bob [Fortean 
Times, FT22:31-33]. 


Earth Not A Globe by Samuel Rowbotham (“Parallax”) 


One Hundred Proofs that the Earth Is Not a Globe 


by William Carpenter 


Wilbur Glenn Voliva, seated 


Alfred Russel Wallace 
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